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The House met at 9 a.m.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Eternal Father, You have taught us
that even good leaders must them-
selves be led; that wise legislators
must themselves have a wiser guide;
that wielders of power must themselves
serve under a higher power. Be to all in
this Chamber that leader, wise guide,
and higher power.

Grant to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and to all who serve or
have served here as Members, as to all
in positions of public trust, that lofty
vision, deeper wisdom and that stew-
ardship of power that will lead this Na-
tion to peace and prosperity and bring
true righteousness and lasting justice
upon this Earth.

Such gifts come from You alone,
Heavenly Father, so we turn to You,
both now and forever. Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

e —
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. DeLLAY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

—————

RECESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, May 12,
2005, the House will stand in recess sub-

ject to the call of the Chair to receive
the former Members of Congress.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 3 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

———

RECEPTION OF FORMER MEMBERS
OF CONGRESS

The Speaker of the House presided.

The SPEAKER. First of all, I want to
say good morning. On behalf of the
House of Representatives, I am very
pleased to welcome you all back. Some
of you served before the time I was
here; some of you were colleagues that
I had the great honor to serve with.

Meetings like this present a unique
opportunity. We get to tell you every-
thing that we are doing here, and you
get to tell us everything we are doing
wrong. You become more seasoned as
former Members, and we certainly ap-
preciate that. Seriously though, I am
always glad to see this group and hear
about all the great things that each of
you continues to do for our Nation.

My good friend from the Midwest,
Dan Coats, somebody who I attended
college with deep in the Midwest, is
one of those people. He started his ca-
reer representing Indiana in the House
of Representatives. Dan then moved on
to the Senate, where he served for 10
years until 1999, and then served as am-
bassador to Germany from 2001 until
February of this year. Dan is certainly
a worthy choice to receive the Distin-
guished Service Award, and I would
like to extend to him my sincere con-
gratulations.

This organization serves a valuable
purpose. From your work on college
campuses teaching young people about
the value of public service, to your
work abroad in places like Germany
and Japan, you spread the good news
about the importance of our demo-
cratic government and our institu-
tions.

I had the opportunity last week to
meet with a delegation of former Mem-

bers who spent a great deal of the time
around their holiday and before in the
Ukraine trying to make a difference,
trying to help a fledgling nation really
bring about the birth of democracy.
They were successful.

Just yesterday here in the House we
announced Members to serve on the
House Democracy Assistance Commis-
sion. These are Members who are going
to go out and work with emerging de-
mocracies. They are going to provide
expert advice to parliaments and to
parliamentarians in selected countries,
and one day they can bring those expe-
riences and that expertise to your or-
ganization as well. It is our vision that
your experience, your expertise begin
to meld and blend with what these
Members of Congress are trying to do.
So you see, our goals really do mirror
one another.

I want to thank you once again for
your continuing work on behalf of the
American people.

Before requesting that the gentleman
from Kansas, Mr. Slattery, vice presi-
dent of the Former Members Associa-
tion take the chair, the Chair recog-
nizes the distinguished majority lead-
er, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I appreciate the words that you just
spoke in honoring our former Members
that are here today, and some that are
here in spirit.

Friends and honored guests, I want to
welcome you back home. It is an honor
to have back again the Association of
Former Members of Congress, a very
esteemed organization. I have to tell
you, Ms. PELOSI has been encouraging
me to join your organization for some
time now.

Former Members Day is always a
treat for me, because when you put 2
decades of your life into an institution,
it is always reinvigorating to see so
many friendly faces from days and bat-
tles gone by. As I look at both sides of
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the aisle, Beryl Anthony is here, who

showed me kindness. As a freshman I

walked in, and he as a Democrat actu-

ally wanted to meet me and wanted to
work with me.

Jim Slattery and Dan Coats had a
great deal to do in changing my heart;
Leader Michel, who tried to teach me
patience; Bill Alexander really taught
me a lot about the legislative process;
and Ron Mazzoli sent a grandchild to
my district, which I greatly appreciate.
He is not voting yet, but we are work-
ing on him.

We did not always agree on every-
thing back then, and I suppose we still
do not; but the fact is we are all part of
the same heritage of service to this
body and to this Nation. No matter
how long you have served or when, if
you have sat in this Chamber, you
helped write at least a bit of America’s
history. Much more importantly, by
staying active in the Association of
Former Members, you are still serving
your country and still helping to make
history.

In your post-congressional careers,
many of you have gone on to bigger
and better things. There is life after
Congress, and we understand that.
Many of you have stayed in Wash-
ington and served here, and others
have returned home to do the same.
But regardless of where you are and
how you are spending your time, every-
one left behind here in Congress still
feels your presence and still builds on
the legacies that you have left here.

So, I, for one Member, thank you all
for staying involved, for the work you
do around the world, and for your con-
tinued service to this House and to this
Nation.

Thank you all, and God bless you.

The SPEAKER. I now recognize the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. SLATTERY (presiding). Mr.
Speaker, thank you very much, and,
Mr. Leader, thank you also for your
kind words. It is great to see both of
you. We deeply appreciate the leader-
ship and the support that you have
given our association as we move for-
ward with the work that we are at-
tempting to do around the world and
here in the United States with the Con-
gress to Campus Program. So thank
you very much for also helping coordi-
nate this event here today. It is good
to see you.

At this time, I would like to recog-
nize the Clerk of the House for the pur-
pose of calling the role.

The Clerk called the roll of the
former Members of the Congress, and
the following former Members an-
swered to their names:

FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS PARTICIPATING
IN 35TH ANNUAL SPRING MEETING THURSDAY,
MAY 19, 2005
Bill Alexander (Arkansas)

Beryl Anthony (Arkansas)

Jim Bates (Ohio)

J. Glenn Beall (Maryland)

Jim Broyhill (North Carolina)

John Buchanan (Alabama)

Jack Buechner (Missouri)
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Beverly Byron (Maryland)

Rod Chandler (Washington)

Dan Coats (Indiana)

John Conlan (Arizona)

Larry DeNardis (Connecticut)

Joe Dioguardi (New York)

Tom Ewing (Illinois)

Lou Frey (Florida)

Martin Frost (Texas)

Don Fuqua (Florida)

Bob Hanrahan (Illinois)

Margaret Heckler (Massachusetts)

George Hochbrueckner (New York)

Marjorie Holt (Maryland)

Bill Hughes (New Jersey)

David King (Utah)

Herb Klein (New Jersey)

Ernest Konnyu (California)

Ken Kramer (Colorado)

Peter Kyros (Maine)

John LaFalce (New York)

Jim Lloyd (California)

Ken Lucas (Kentucky)

Andrew Maguire (New Jersey)

Romano Mazzoli (Kentucky)

Matt McHugh (New York)

Bob Michel (Il1linois)

Clarence Miller (Ohio)

Stan Parris (Viginia)

Howard Pollock (Alaska)

Will Ratchford (Connecticut)

Jay Rhodes (Arizona)

George Sangmeiser (Illnois)

Ron Sarasin (Connecticut)

Jim Flattery (Kansas)

Steve Symms (Idaho)

Lindsay Thomas (Georgia)

Wes Watkins (Oklahoma)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is pleased to announce that 37
former Members of Congress have re-
sponded to their names.

At this time the Chair would like to
recognize the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri, Jack Buechner, who is
president of our association.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the subject of this meeting.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUECHNER. I thank the Chair,
and I want to join with the majority
leader and the Speaker in welcoming
all of my colleagues of the Former
Members Association and for our vis-
iting guests who are here from North
America and also from Europe, former
parliamentarians and administrative
staff all. Thank you. I want to thank
all of you for being here with me this
morning. We are especially grateful to
Speaker HASTERT for taking time from
his busy schedule to greet us and for
his warm welcome. It is always an
honor and privilege to return to this
magnificent institution which we re-
vere and in which we shared so many
memorable experiences.

Service in Congress and public serv-
ice in general is both a joy and a heavy
responsibility. Service in Congress cre-
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ates an attitude amongst your families
and your friends that some days the
burden of the Nation is greater than
what besets most human beings in
their lives. We want to thank you all
again for the service that you have ren-
dered and that you continue to render
as you serve as members of the Asso-
ciation of Former Members of Con-
gress.

This is our 35th annual report to Con-
gress. Our association is nonpartisan.
It has been chartered by Congress, but
receives absolutely no funding from the
Congress. We have a wide variety of do-
mestic and international programs
which several members and I will dis-
cuss briefly.

Our membership numbers approxi-
mately 570. Our purpose is to continue
in some small measure the service to
country which began during our terms
in the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Our finances are sound. We support
all of our activities via three income
sources: membership dues, program
grants, and our annual fund-raising
dinner. In addition, we have had the
good fortune of a bequest by the widow
of a former Member of Congress, Frieda
G. James, who was married to Ben-
jamin Franklin James, a five-term Re-
publican from Pennsylvania, who has
generously endowed much of what we
do.

During the presidency of my es-
teemed colleague, Larry LaRocco of
Idaho, the association established an
endowment fund. The goal of this fund
is to ensure the financial viability of
the Former Members Association for
many years to come. We envision a
time when investment earnings of this
endowment fund can be used to supple-
ment the association’s budget during
lean years, a safety net to guarantee
that tough economic times will not
shut down the work of the association.

Several of our Members have already
made contributions to this fund, and
association staff is in the process of
creating some new marketing mate-
rials to solicit further donations.
Again, many thanks to my predecessor
Larry LaRocco for his leadership in
this area.

Mr. Speaker, our association has had
an incredibly active and successful
year. We have expanded many of the
programs that are traditionally associ-
ated with our organization, and we
have created several new ventures. I
am therefore very pleased to now re-
port on this program work of the U.S.
Association of Former Members of
Congress.

The Congress to Campus Program is
our most significant domestic under-
taking. This is a bipartisan effort to
share with college students throughout
first this country and now the world
our unique insight on the work of the
Congress and the political process more
generally.

Our colleague from Colorado, David
Skaggs, has been managing this pro-
gram for the association for the last 3
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years. This is a project of his Center
For Democracy and Citizenship, which
is centered at the Council For Excel-
lence in Government. He has partnered
this organization with the Stennis Cen-
ter For Public Service. David is not
able to be with us this morning. I sub-
mit for the RECORD his report on the
accomplishments of the program over
the 2004-2005 academic year.

CONGRESS TO CAMPUS PROGRAM—REPORT TO
THE ANNUAL MEETING OF THE U.S. ASSOCIA-
TION OF FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS,
MAY 19, 2005

INTRODUCTION

The Congress to Campus Program address-
es a significant shortfall in civic learning
and engagement among the country’s young
people of college age. It combines traditional
educational content about American govern-
ment and politics (especially Congress) with
a strong message about public service, all de-
livered by men and women who have walked
the walk. The Program sends bipartisan
pairs of former Members of Congress—one
Democrat and one Republican—to visit col-
lege, university and community college cam-
puses around the country. During each visit,
the Members conduct classes, hold commu-
nity forums, meet informally with students
and faculty, visit high schools and civic or-
ganizations, and do interviews and talk show
appearances with local press and media.

In the summer of 2002, the Board of Direc-
tors of the U. S. Association of Former Mem-
bers of Congress (Association) engaged the
Center for Democracy & Citizenship (CDC) at
the Council for Excellence in Government to
help manage the Congress to Campus Pro-
gram (Program) in partnership with the
Stennis Center for Public Service (Stennis).
CDC and Stennis, with the blessing of the
Association, have worked together since to
increase the number of campuses hosting
Program visits each year, to expand the pool
of former Members of Congress available for
campus visits, to develop new sources of
funding, to raise the profile of the Program
and its message in the public and academic
community, and to devise methods of meas-
uring the impact of the program at host in-
stitutions.

INCREASED QUANTITY AND QUALITY OF
PROGRAM VISITS

This is the third year of the program’s ex-
pansion. In the 2004-2005 academic year, the
Program sponsored thirty-two visits involv-
ing forty-three colleges and universities
around the country and the world—about a
25% increase in visits over the 2003-2004 aca-
demic year. [See Attachment 1—Roster of
’04-’05 Academic Year Visits & Participants.]
These visits took former Members to univer-
sities, service academies, colleges and com-
munity colleges in twenty-two different
States and five countries. While the total
fell short of the goal of forty for the year, it
should be noted that seven additional sched-
uled visits were cancelled or rescheduled due
to factors beyond the control of the program
staff.

In addition to an increasing the number of
visits, we continue to fine-tune the content
and substance of Program visits based on
feedback from Members and host professors.
The Program asks visiting Members and host
professors to complete an evaluation of each
visit. This year those evaluations have
prompted us to encourage host schools to in-
clude nearby colleges and universities in
Congress to Campus visits and to broaden
the scope of classes and activities scheduled
for the former Members. We will continue to
make changes in response to the suggestions
of participating former Members and host
faculty.
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The Program asks host schools to insure
contact with at least 250 students over the
course of a visit, and that number is often
exceeded. For the past academic year, ap-
proximately 13,000 students heard Members’
unique story about representative democ-
racy and their special call to public service.

A draft schedule of events is prepared in
advance of each campus visit and reviewed
by staff to assure variety as well as sub-
stance. There is a conference call before each
trip with Members and the responsible cam-
pus contact person to review the revised
schedule and iron out any remaining prob-
lems. Members also receive CRS briefing ma-
terials on current issues and background in-
formation on government service opportuni-
ties prior to each visit.

RECRUITING MEMBER VOLUNTEERS FOR CAMPUS
VISITS

The success of the Program obviously de-
pends on Members’ participation. With trav-
el back and forth, Members end up devoting
about three days to each campus visit. This
is a priceless contribution of an extremely
valuable resource.

Members of the Association were surveyed
again last summer to solicit information re-
garding their availability for and interest in
a Program campus visit. Using responses to
these surveys and direct contact with a num-
ber of former Members, CDC developed a pool
of just over one hundred available former
Members, and some fifty-four participated in
visits this year. A ‘“‘bench’” of one hundred
was deep enough to fill the openings during
the current academic year, but more will be
needed to meet the demands of future aca-
demic years. Association Members are en-
couraged to complete and return the survey
they will receive this summer and then to be
ready to accept assignments to one of the
fine institutions of higher education the pro-
gram will serve next year.

FUNDING SOURCES

In addition to the generous contribution of
money and staff time made each year by the
Stennis Center for Public Service, the Asso-
ciation, with the assistance of the American
Association of Retired Persons, has substan-
tially increased its support of the Program.
Other organizations have also provided fund-
ing to help with the expansion of the Con-
gress to Campus Program for this academic
year including the Boeing Company, the Ger-
man Marshall Fund (visit specific) and the
Ford Foundation (visit specific). While Sten-
nis’ commitment to the Program is ongoing,
funding from the other organizations is
being provided on a year by year basis. The
effort to find new sources of funding for Con-
gress to Campus is a continuing challenge.

Host schools are expected to cover the cost
of Members’ on-site accommodations and
local travel and to make a contribution to
cover a portion of the cost of administering
the Program. A suggested amount of con-
tribution is determined according to a slid-
ing-scale based on an institution’s expendi-
tures per pupil [see Attachment 2—Applica-
tion Form]; a waiver is available to schools
that are not able to pay the scale amount.
Several schools received a full or partial
waiver in 2004-2005. Still, school contribu-
tions produced several thousand dollars in
support of the program.

Additional funding sources will be nec-
essary if the expansion of the Program—
clearly justified by the interest expressed by
schools seeking to host a first or a repeat
visit and by the assessment of its positive ef-
fects (see below)—is to be maintained.

INTERNATIONAL INITIATIVE

Congress to Campus made its first inter-
national visit in October 2003 to the United
Kingdom. An earlier Association study tour
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had laid the groundwork for the visit and
had established a relationship with Philip
John Davies, Director, Eccles Centre for
American Studies at The British Library and
Dennis Spencer Wolf, Cultural Attache at
the U.S. Embassy. The success of the 2003
visit led to a second visit in the fall of 2004
and a planned third visit in November 2005.

This academic year Congress to Campus
broadened its international reach by spon-
soring visits to Canada (University of To-
ronto), Germany (University of Bonn, Uni-
versity of Cologne and European University
Viadrina), and China (Fudan University and
Sun Yat-Sen University). The visit to Ger-
many was made possible through the support
of the German Marshall Fund. The Ford
Foundation is providing support for the visit
to China.

PROGRAM OUTREACH AND PUBLICITY

The increased number of institutions
hosting and applying to host a Congress to
Campus visit is the result of a multi-faceted
outreach effort. Association leadership and
numerous former Members, as well as staff
at CDC and Stennis, have made many per-
sonal contacts on behalf of the Program. In
addition, CDC Executive Director and former
Member David Skaggs has made several pub-
lic presentations in behalf of Congress to
Campus and informational material has been
e-mailed directly to all members of the
APSA Legislative Studies Section, as well as
to many other college and university organi-
zational contacts.

Campus press and media at host institu-
tions are offered access to visiting Members.
Each host institution is also encouraged to
make commercial print and broadcast media
interviews a part of each Congress to Cam-
pus visit’s schedule.

MEASURING THE PROGRAM’S IMPACT

Over the years, anecdotal information has
tended to validate the basic premise of the
Congress the Campus Program—that these
visits by former Members of Congress posi-
tively affect students’ views of public service
and government officials. In an effort to con-
firm this anecdotal information, during the
2002-2003 and 2003-2004 academic years, the
Program asked host schools to have students
complete one-page surveys. The surveys elic-
ited students’ views on public service careers
and feelings about different categories of
public officials; they were completed by a
group of students who attended sessions with
the former Members and by a control group
of similar students who did not have contact
with the former Members.

While all schools hosting a visit did not re-
turn the surveys, the data that was gen-
erated for the 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 aca-
demic years shows that the underlying goals
of the Congress to Campus program are
sound. Those students who have contact with
former Members during their Congress to
Campus visits have a measurably more fa-
vorable view of public servants and of public
service as a career option than similar stu-
dents who do not have the opportunity to
interact with the visiting former Members.

In previous years, we have reported pre-
liminary findings of these student surveys.
The data collected over the full two-year
study has now been analyzed by the Center
for Information and Research on Civic
Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE) at the
University of Maryland. Their final report
[see Attachment 3] confirms our preliminary
finding and found that the Congress to Cam-
pus Program had a statistically significant
positive impact on student’s attitudes to-
wards public service and public servants.

As noted above, the Program requests the
principal contact at each host school to sub-
mit an evaluation. We receive valuable feed-
back on various aspects of each visit and try
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to incorporate lessons learned and helpful
suggestions in the on-going effort to improve
the Program. The best indication of satisfac-
tion with the Program is the fact that every
school visited this year has said it would like
to host a Congress to Campus Program visit
again.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

CONCLUSION

The Program has made significant progress
toward achieving its new goals. The number
of campus visits has increased significantly
each of the past three academic years to a
level this academic year that represents a
350% increase over 2001-2002 levels. However,
Program funding remains a matter requiring
attention. There is continuing success in ef-
forts to raise the public profile of the Pro-
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gram, but more needs to be done. Finally,
objective data, as represented in our two-
year study, supports the basic premise of the
Congress to Campus Program: That campus
visits by Members are effective in raising in-
terest in public service careers and in im-
proving attitudes about public officials
among the students who participate in Pro-
gram events.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Congress to Campus Program

The United States Association of Former Members of

Congress

2004 —2005 VISITS AND PARTICIPANTS

Fall Semester

University of South Dakota — September 12-14, 2004
{Vermillion, South Dakota)
Bill Roy (D-KS) & Bifl Barreft(R-NFE)

University of Baltimore — September 12-14, 2004
(Baltimore, Maryland)
Ed Derwinski (R-1L) & Lioyd Meeds (D-WA)

Roger Williams University — September 19-21, 2004
(Bristol, Rhode Island)
Mike Forbes (D-NY) & George Wortley (R-NY)

Columbia College/Winthrop University — September 20-23, 2004
{Columbia & Rock Hill, South Carolina)
Liz Patterson (D-SC) & Jan Meyers (R-KS)

SUNY Brockport — September 26-28, 2004
(Brockport, New York)
Andy Jacobs (D-IN ) & Orval Hansen (R-ID)

United Kingdom — October 10-16, 2004
De Montfort University, University College Northampton, Nottingham University
Jack Buechner (R-MQ) & Dennis Hertel (D-MI)

Central Michigan University — October 12-14, 2004

(Mount Pleasant, Michigan)
Beverly Byron (D-MD) & Barry Goldwater, Jr. (R-CA)
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University of Massachusetts — October 17-19, 2004

(Amberst, Massachusetts)
Dan Miller (R-FI) & Bob Clement (D-TN)

Allegheny College — October 18-20, 2004 *
(Meadville, Pennsylvania)
Bill Clinger (R-PA) & Jim Lloyd (D-C4)

Jamestown College — October 19-21
(Jamestown, North Dakota)
Harold Volkmer (D-MO) & Jay Dickey (R-AR)

University of Idaho/Washington State University — November 8-11, 2004
(Moscow, Idaho & Pullman, Washington)
Jim Lloyd (D-CA) & Orval Hansen (R-1D)

Manchester College — November 14-16, 2604
Manchester, Indiana
Jerry Patterson (D-CA) & Peter Torkildsen (R-MA)

Spring Semester

Indiana University at Kokomo — January 23-25, 2005
Steve Kuykendall (R-CA) & Sam Coppersmith (D-AZ)

Eastern Michigan University — February 2-4, 2005
(Ypsilanti, Michigan)
Dan Miller (R-FL) & Mike Forbes (D-NY)

Murray State University — February 6-8, 2005
(Murray, Kentucky)
Marmieel Lujan (R-NM) & Ron Mazzoli (D-KY)

University of Nebraska - Omaha — February 20-22, 2005
Jan Meyers (R-KS) & Owen Pickert (D-VA)

Syracuse University — February 20-22, 2005
Rod Chandler (R-WA) & Toby Moffet (D-CT)

U.S. Naval Academy — February 27 - March 1, 2005
(Annapolis, Maryland)
Larry Pressler (R-SD) & David Skaggs (D-CO)
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ATTACHMENT 1

Georgia College & State University— February 27 - March 1, 2005
(Milledgeville, Georgia)
Martha Keys (D-KS) & Bill Barrett (R-NL)

University of North Florida — February 27- March 1, 2005
(Jacksonville, Florida)
Buddy Darden (D-GA) & Bill Goodling (R-PA)

University of Toronto - March 1-4, 2008
Bob Carr (D- MI} & Dan Miller (R-FL)

Virginia Military Institute — March 6-8, 2005
(Lexington, Virginia)
Stan Parris (R-VA) & Ken Hechier (D-WV)

Abilene Christian University — March 13-15, 2005
(Abilene, Texas)
Robert Daniel (R-VA)} & Harold Volkmer (D-MO)

QOakland University — March 13-15, 2008
(Rochester, Michigan)
Bill Roy (D-KS) & Arlen Erdahl (R-MN)

Vanderbilt University — March 17-18
Nashville, Tennessee
Butler Derrick (D-SC) & Jim Broyvhill (R-NC)

High Point University/UNC Greensborg — March 20-23, 2005
{North Carolina)
Bill Zeliff (R-NH) & Farl Hutto (D-F1)

Western Kentucky — April 3-5, 2005
(Bowling Green, KY)
Mike Ward (D-KY) & Lou Frey (R-FL)

Colby Coliege — April 3-5, 2005
{(Waterville, Maine)

David Minge (D-MN) & Ron Sarasin (R-CT)

Mercer University — April 10-12, 2005
{(Macon, Georgia)
Jim Bilbray (D-NV) & Orval Hansen (R-ID)

Coast Community Colleges District (3 schools) — April 10-12, 2005
(Orange County, CA)
Glen Browder (D-AL) & Denny Smith (R-OR)
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Germany (Univ of Bonn & Univ of Frankfurt-Oder) April 23 — May 1, 2005
University of Bonn, University of Cologne (Frankfurt-Oder), European University
Viadrina (Berlin)

Matt McHugh (D-NY) & John Anderson (R-IL)

China Fudan University/Sun Yat-Sen University— May 24-June 1, 2005
Fudan University (Shanghai), Sun Yat-Sen University (Guangzhou)
Larry Pressler (R-SD} & Harris Wofford (D-PA4)
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ATTACHMENT 2

Congress to Campus Program

The United States Association of Former Members of
Congress

in partnership with

center for

DEMOCRACY
“CITIZENSHIP

and

STENNIS

Center for Public Service

APPLICATION FOR CONGRESS TO CAMPUS VISIT

Please complete this form (you may include attachments as needed) and email, fax or mail
copies to:

Congressman David Skaggs

Center for Democracy & Citizenship

1301 K Street NW, Suite 450 West

Washington DC 20005

Fax: 202-728-0422

Email: congresstocampus(@excelgov.org

Name of Institution

Address

Sponsoring Department

Responsible Contact Person
[This individual must have authority to act for the host school regarding all arvangements and aspects of the visit.]

Address
Email Phone Fax
Submitted by Date:

[signature]
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Background on Institution [founding, governance; accreditations; degrees offered;
student body size and characteristics; faculty size and characteristics, geographic area
served; religious affiliation; endowment; if this information is readily available on your
website, just provide the address for the website. ] (Attach additional sheet, if needed.)

Please check those activities from the following list you expect tentatively to be able to
include in the Members’ schedules if your application for a visit is approved. Experience
suggests that allocating most of the visit to a variety of classes works best.

U Introductory classes in political science or U. S. government [Please try to avoid
multiple appearances in different sections of the same course ]

U Advanced classes in political science or U. S. government, including courses in
the Congress, political theory or foreign affairs

W Classes in political philosophy or history*

U Classes in other disciplines [e.g., health, science, engineering, environment] for
students who may be interested in public service careers or who simply need a
better grounding in American government”

W ROTC classes

W One-on-one or “office hours” style meetings with individual students interested in
public service or political careers [To work well, this option needs to be well
publicized, preferably with advance sign-up.]

W Campus political clubs, e.g., Campus Democrats and Young Republicans

O Campus extracurricular activities or clubs with some public policy dimension,
e.g., an environmental or international relations club

O Campus speaker series or open campus forum [Please be prepared to do some
work to publicize such a session, or give class credit, or risk low attendance.]

U Meeting with student government organization or leadership

W Meetings with school president, chancellor, dean or other senior administrator
[This option is offered if it meets a real need for your school; there is no need for
a meeting just for protocol reasons; if included, should be brief]

U Meeting with career counseling staff regarding public service

W Faculty departmental colloquium

W Interview with campus newspaper(s) and radio station

U Interview with local newspaper(s) and editorial board(s)

U Interview or talk show appearance with local radio station(s)

U Interview or talk show appearance with local TV station(s)

U Meeting with community service organization(s), e.g., Rotary, Lions, League of
Women Voters

W Community talk or forum, e.g., “town hall” type meeting at a public library

Q Class visits or assembly at local high school

* At least one class should be in a discipline other than political science or government studies.

Page 2 Rovised 5.03
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U

“In-service” teacher training on Congress, federal government for middle and
high school social studies teachers arranged through local school district(s)

Major federal government installation or major private sector employer near
campus able to host a session with a significant number of employees

Meeting with local government officials, e.g., appearance at City Council or
County Board session or meet with state legislators

U Other (specify)

(W

O

While it is not possible to include all the activities suggested above, the schedule for each
visit should include a good variety of activities and not be limited only to classes. Please
include at least one class from outside the political science (or government studies)
department. Visits typically cover 2 full days following Members’ arrival, with no more
than two nights on site. If Members arrive the evening before the schedule begins, they
will expect to depart in time to get home the evening of the second day of scheduled
events; if they arrive on a morning, they will expect to leave after noon on the third day.
Activities may be scheduled from 8 or 9 AM until (as late as) 9 PM, including (some)
meal times; for each 4 or 5 hours of scheduled time, an hour of “down” time should be
set aside (this may be lunch hour), with facilities for Members to check emails and use a
phone. Please attach a proposed schedule for your school visit, comprised of two full
days, incorporating the elements tentatively checked above. Please indicate the number of
students expected at each proposed activity. (The Program hopes for both quality and
quantity, with substantive contact with at least 250 students during a visit as a goal.)

If your application is approved, you will need to submit a complete schedule for the visit
at least one month prior to the visit; this is a critical deadline. For class presentations, the
instructor for the course should provide brief written guidance to the Members in advance
of the visit about what they should discuss during the class period and how it fits into the
course (a copy of the course syllabus is helpful. Program staff may request revisions to
the schedule if necessary to meet Program standards. Formal campus tours and other area
touring are secondary to the Program’s educational objectives and generally should be
avoided.

Preferred dates for a visit that fit your academic calendar.

Transportation: nearest airport; distance from campus; means of transportation to

campus.

Other considerations that make your school a good site for the Program.

Page 3 Revised 5.05
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The host school is expected to cover the on-site expenses for Member accommodations,
meals and local transportation. Please understand that the average Congress to Campus
visit also entails about $5000 in administrative, overhead and transportation expenses. In
order to make the Program as widely available as possible, we would also like to recover
a portion of those costs, based on the host school’s ability to pay. Please indicate the
financial category applicable to your institution from the following schedule.

Host School Suggested Contribution

Current expenditures Suggested
Category | per “full-time” student’ | contribution
A $30,000 or more $3500
B 520,000 to $29,999 $2500
C 510,000 to $19,999 $1500
D $9999 or less $750

We do not want this cost-sharing goal to prevent any school that wishes to host a visit
from doing so. With that in mind, do you need a waiver of all or part of the applicable
contribution, and, if so, do you also need assistance with on-site costs? __ (If ‘yes,’
please attach an explanation and statement of need signed by an appropriate financial
officer of the school))

Where or how did you learn about the Congress to Campus Program?

Note: The host school contact person will be responsible for identifying faculty members
who will assist in administering a brief survey instrument to be completed after the
Congress to Campus visit by a sample of students in classes visited by Members and by
an otherwise comparable sample of students in classes not visited. The purpose of this
survey is to determine any difference (change) in attitude about politics, government and
public service in one group compared to the other, and so to indicate the impact of the
visit on student attitudes. In addition, the host school contact person will be expected to
complete an evaluation of the visit and to report on print and electronic media coverage
of the visit, the expenses paid by the school in connection with the program visit, and the
student attendance at each event on the schedule.

" The expenditures figures used to calculate the contribution level should be for the most recent academic year and
should be readily available from your school’s business or finance office. They are standard data used by the
Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). For public institutions that
follow the GASB 34/35 reporting model, use your school’s total expenses ~ the sum of Operating Expenses and Non-
Operating Expenses. Public institutions using the College and University Audit Guide should use the total of current
funds expenditures and mandatory transters. Independent institutions following the Not-for-Profit Audit Guide should
use the expenses category. The enrollment figures should come from the IPEDS data for the current academic year,
converted to a full-time equivalent enrollment based on one full-time student per three part-time students.
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emorandum

Date: August 1, 2004
To: David Skaggs, Executive Director,
Center for Democracy and Citizenship, CEG
From: Mark Hugo Lopez, Ph.D,,
Research Director, CIRCLE
Subject: The Congress to Campus Presentation Experiment

I have taken a close look at the data from the Congress to Campus program for 2003 and
2004, and generally students in the treatment group were more likely to have positive
views of public service careers and public institutions than students in the comparison
group with most differences of interest statistically significant, though there are some
concerns about the validity of the experiment and causality.

I have divided the memo into several sections, the first of which examines the quality of
the experiment, the next two assess the outcomes of interest. Finally, the memo
concludes with comments, recommendations, and caveats.

Assessing the Quality of the Experiment

As a first step to evaluating the impact of the Congress to Campus program experiment, 1
examined both the treatment and comparison sample on a range of background
characteristics. If this were a randomized experiment, the treatment and comparison
groups would look similar statistically on a range of observed background characteristics,
and this is what 1 am looking for as I assess the quality of the experiment.

All demographics for merged data from 2003 and 2004 are contained in Table 1, and a
cursory look at the data suggests that the treatment and comparison samples are very
similar in their distributions of gender, race/ethnicity, and age. For each of these
variables, there are no statistical differences in their distribution across the treatment and
comparison groups, suggesting that assignment to the treatment or the comparison group
was not a function of either of these observed characteristics, which is good.

However, there are some difficulties with the distribution across the treatment and
comparison groups of the background characteristics class and whether or not the student
had discussed a career in public service with a counselor. In each of these cases, the
treatment and comparison groups are not similar in their characteristics, with the
treatment group more likely to have fourth year students than the comparison group, and
less likely to have first year students than the comparison group. Furthermore, the
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treatment group was more likely to have students who had talked with a guidance
counselor about a career in public service.

Taken together, these statistics suggest that the assignment to the treatment and
comparison group samples is good, but not excellent. More than likely the greatest
difficulty with the assignment is the dissimilarity between the treatment and comparison
group samples on the measures of class standing and school. However, the even
distribution across gender and race/ethnicity between the treatment and control groups
lends plenty of support to the overall validity of the experiment, though one should be
cautious about causality.

Furthermore, some caution should be taken when making statements about the possible
treatment effects of the Congress to Campus program on college students generally since
the comparison and treatment groups do not look like the general college student
population, at least as of 2000, The treatment and comparison samples are more likely to
be male, white and younger than the general college student population.

Measuring Differences in Self-Reported Career Option Viewpoints

One of two outcomes examined with these data is the viewpoint of college students
towards potential career choices. Table 2 and Graph 1 display the average response
across all occupational groupings for the treatment and comparison groups. Generally
speaking, treatment and comparison group students express “neutral/ok” opinions of
every career option except Agriculture/Farming and Manufacturing/Industrial, which is
expected given that this is a group of college students.

In only two cases are there statistical differences between the responses of treatment and
comparison group students. In the area of “State or Local Government Service” and
“Federal Government Service” treatment group students express a higher level of positive
opinion about these careers for themselves than do comparison group students. For both
career options, treatment group students express an average opinion that is 0.2 points
higher than the opinions of comparison group students. While it is difficult to claim that
there is a casual relationship between participation in the Congress to Campus program
and opinions of careers in public service, it is suggestive that there is a modest
improvement in expressed opinions of public service as a career option.

I have explored these differences further with a multivariate analysis, and in both cases,
the estimated differences in opinion (for careers in federal or state and local service)
between comparison and treatment groups are statistically significant once gender,
race/ethnicity, school, counseling experience, age and class are controlled for. I would be
happy to share these results with you if you would like to see them at a later date. Given
that observed differences hold up in a multivariate environment for federal and state and
local career viewpoints, these estimated program effects may indeed be robust, and a
reflection of true program effects.
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Measuring Differences in Views of Public Officials

Table 3 and Graph 2 show average responses to the question about student views of
public officials in various public institutions. In all cases, treatment group students
express greater positive views of public institutions than comparison group students
except in the area of firefighters and police, with all differences statistically significant.
On average, the improvement in views after participation in the Congress to Campus
program is on the order of 0.15 points.

In this case, I have also estimated multivariate models, and have found that all statistical
differences are robust once controls for gender, race/ethnicity, class, age, school and
counselor guidance have been controlled for.

Conclusions

Students who participated in the Congress to Campus speaker program generally express
more positive views of public service career choices and of public institutions than
students who were not exposed to the program treatment. Furthermore, the experiment
appears relatively good since on many background characteristics there are no differences
between the comparison and treatment groups of students. While I believe one should be
cautious when interpreting these results (many more controls are needed to assess the
validity of the experiment), they are suggestive that there are modest gains in views of
public service associated with participation in the Congress to Campus Program.

Recommendations

Analysis of this data entailed several data cleaning efforts, and a superior data collection
would alleviate the need for large scale cleaning efforts. If a future evaluation is planned,
several changes to the survey instrument should be considered. These include:

1. Reverse the scoring scale to read 1 “very unfavorable” to 5 “very favorable.”

2. Ask for more background information such as parental income, parental
education, how often the student reads the newspaper or watches the news, grade
point average, and whether or not the student has ever worked for the public
sector in an internship. We have very little information on background
characteristics, and in order to more properly assess the validity of the
experiment, more background characteristics would be useful.

3. It might be worthwhile, in any future evaluation, to perform a “Solomon Four”
style assessment. This would entail the administration of the survey instrument
before and after participation in the program for the treatment and comparison
groups. This way, one could perform an analysis that looks at gains in views
rather than a cross-sectional comparison between the treatment and comparison
groups.
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Cautions and Caveats

In the process of performing this analysis, I reversed the coding on all the variables so
that a “5” would represent “very favorable” and “1” would represent “very unfavorable.”
Note that by doing this, my averages are 1 point higher than those reported in the graphs
you had initially shared with me (the method used to calculate the means in those graphs
presented an average that was a full point too low). This suggests that the students in
both the treatment and comparison samples actually have a more favorable view of public
sector career options and institutions than was shown before.

I also urge caution in the interpretation of these results since

1. Estimated program effects are rather small, and do not necessarily translate into
large swings in student opinion of careers in the public sector or their views of
public sector institutions as a result of program participation.

2. The measurement of views was taken immediately after the treatment. We would

need to know what happens one month later, six months later, or one year later.

The sample of colleges is limited to Midwestern and east coast schools.

4. This was not a randomized experiment, and we can only discuss “associations”,
not causation.

5. The treatment may not have been similar across schools.

w2
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Table 1 — Demographic Characteristics
(2003 & 2004 Merged Data)

AN U.S.
Treatment Comparison Undergraduates,

Group Group 2000
Background
Characteristics
Female 0.465 0.476 0.551
White 0.805 0.809 0.688
African American 0.068 0.075 0.113
Latino 0.038 0.035 0.095
Asian 0.050 0.042 0.064
Mixed Race 0.036 0.035
Native American 0.004 0.005 0.001
Class Year
First 0.418 0.443 H oAk
Second 0.282 0.276 * Kk
Third 0.174 0.181 Aokx
Fourth 0.114 0.082 HAK
Grad 0.002 0.009 * K
Age
18 0.237 0.233
19 0.331 0.300 0.231
20 0.180 0.217
2124 0.212 0.210 0.370
25 or older 0.037 0.036 0.390
Talked with a Guidance 0.814 0.710 FEx
Counselor about a
Career in Public Service
Sample Size 1,929 1,274 15,312,000
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Table 2 — Career Choices
(2003 & 2004 Merged Data)

Treatment Group

Comparisen Group

Feelings of Career Options
for Self in:

Private Enterprise - Corporate 3.391 3.309
(1.163) (1.185)
[1,912] [1,262]
Private Enterprise — Small 3.594 3.619
Business (1.069) (1.067)
[1,913] [1,259]
Professional (law, medicine, 3.861*** 3.717
journalism, accounting, etc.) (1.200) (1.182)
[1,917] [1,263]
State or Local Government 3.190*** 3.072
Service (1.158) (1.155)
[1,902] [1,253]
Federal Government Service 3.282*** 3.106
(1.245) (1.230)
[1,914] [1,261]
Military Service 2.502 2.529
(1.498) (1.512)
[1,909] [1,259]
Public Safety: Fire, police 2,712 2.750
(1.287) (1.287)
[1,900] [1,259]
Teaching 3.391 3.474
(1.291) (1.280)
[1,910] [1,257]
Non-Profit, community 3.023 3.097
service (1.250) (1.268)
[1,906] [1,259)
Agriculture/Farming 2.110*** 2.270
(1.213) (1.248)
[1,905] [1,259]
Manufacturing/Industrial 2.120%** 2.274
(1.139) (1.192)
[1,903] [1,255]

Note: Students were asked to rate career options for themselves on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1
is very unfavorable, 2 is unfavorable, 3 is ok, 4 is favorable, and 5 is very favorable. All

reported figures abave are means, with standard errors in parentheses and sample sizes in

brackets. *** indicates statistical significance between the treatment and comparison groups
at the 5 percent level of statistical significance.
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Table 3 — Student Views
(2003 & 2004 Merged Data)

Treatment Group Comparison Group
Views of:
Federal Government 3.663*** 3.481
(0.949) (0.990)
[1,920] [1,266]
State and Local Government 3.598*** 3.435
(0.877) (0.891)
[1,920] [1,269]
U.S. Congress 3.553*** 3.354
(0.908) (0.942)
[1,920] [1,264]
Politicians 3.016%** 2.760
(0.938) (0.961)
[1,918] [1,266]
Candidates for Elected Office 3.170%** 3.014
(0.849) (0.860)
[1,915] [1,261]
City or Town Council 3.368%** 3.258
(0.889) (0.871)
[1,917] [1,265]
State Legislature 3.353%xx 3.203
(0.837) (0.832)
[1,914] [1,259]
Government and Civil Service 3.496%** 3.376
Employees (0.911) (0.886)
[1,917] [1,264]
Firefighters and Police 4.059 4.006
(1.020) (0.994)
[1,921] [1,267]

Note: Students were asked to provide views of public sector groups/institutions on a scale of
1to 5, where 1 is very unfavorable, 2 is unfavorable, 3 is ok, 4 is favorable, and 5 is very
favorable. All reported figures above are means, with standard errors in parentheses and
sample sizes in brackets. *** indicates statistical significance between the treatment and
comparison groups at the 5 percent level of statistical significance.
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I would now like to yield to Bev
Byron of Maryland and Ron Sarasin of
Connecticut for their reports on the
Congress to Campus Program.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maryland is recognized.

Ms. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I have not
forgotten what side I belong on.

Let me, first of all, say I am de-
lighted to share with some of our mem-
bers who have not participated in the
Congress to College Program some of
the things they have done. I made a
commitment to myself several years
ago that I would give back at least one
visit a year to a college campus, and I
started saying I am giving it back. Ac-
tually, I have gained so much from
each and every one of those visits.

The program has grown 350 percent
since 2002. There is no question that it
is making an impact on college cam-
puses. We are now finding campuses
that are saying can we get former
Members to come. It is a commitment
of basically 2 days.

Last fall, Barry Goldwater, on my
note here it says from California, al-
though Barry is living in Arizona right
now, and I went to central Michigan.
Well, I have a husband from Michigan,
and I was not familiar with where cen-
tral Michigan is. It is a wonderful,
wonderful school, a very large school, a
very exciting school. We spent 2 days
interacting with the students, the fac-
ulty, the local community, a senior cit-
izen center, and the media.

One of the things that I like to stress
with the college students, not only is
Congress the ultimate for many people
in the political arena, but government
service is a wonderful thing for them to
be involved in. And as I looked around
the room, they kind of were glazing
over a little. I said, you know, govern-
ment service is not just Congress; it is
not putting your name on a ballot. It is
participating in your PTA, on your
school board, in the zoning commaission
hearings. It is your local legislative
bodies. So it is serving in a government
capacity to your community across the
board.

So as we finished our 2 days of activi-
ties, I think both Barry and I left with
a great sense of some contribution, and
hopefully out of the group that we
spoke to we will find one or two of
those members that will be in this
body one day.

My colleague Ron Sarasin is going to
talk a little bit about his experiences.
But for those of you that have not had
an opportunity, it is a wonderful oppor-
tunity.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SARASIN. I thank the gentle-
woman from Maryland for yielding,
and I would like to explore with you
some of my own experiences with the
program. I have been fairly active with
it. It is not only an opportunity to con-
tinue to give back in a way, but it is a
very rewarding personal opportunity.
You get more out of it than you give.

In April, I had the opportunity to
spend 2 days at Colby College in
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Waterville, Maine, with our colleague
Judge David Minge from Minnesota.

These visits always provide an oppor-
tunity for students and faculty to see
that Republican and Democrat former
Members of Congress are in fact real
people, that we can enjoy each other’s
company, that we probably agree on
more issues than we disagree, and if we
disagree, we will do it without being
disagreeable. I think that in itself is a
lesson to students and faculty, and I
think they come away with a great
deal from it.

As Ms. Byron pointed out, part of our
mission is to encourage people to get
involved in public service, to encourage
them to look at the political aspect
and the supportive aspects of the Con-
gress and government in general.

The experience for us is a rewarding
one. It is good for our own egos to have
someone ask us our opinion and seem
to value it when we give it to them. As
we know, one of the things you learn
very quickly after you leave the Con-
gress is that your views just do not
seem to carry as much weight as they
used to, and the thing you really learn
is that your jokes just do not generate
as much laughter as they did when you
were a sitting Member of Congress.

Our very gracious host at Colby was
a professor named Sandy Maisel, who
himself had run for Congress some
years ago, unsuccessfully; and then he
wrote a book about his experience, and
the title of the book is ‘“From Obscu-
rity to Oblivion.” Is that not a wonder-
ful title for a book, for a politician es-
pecially?

All in all, it was a very great experi-
ence for everyone involved. I would en-
courage every Member here and every
former Member out across the country
to get involved in this program, be-
cause it is fun, it is a couple of days on
a college campus, and it is a great ex-
perience personally. I know that all of
you who have participated have en-
joyed it and come away with a feeling
that you got more out of it than you
gave.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SARASIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. MCHUGH. Thank you for that ex-
planation. It really is a marvelous pro-
gram that many of us have experi-
enced. I wanted to mention briefly that
the German Marshall Fund this year
for the first time sponsored a bipar-
tisan team to go to Germany and spend
a week visiting campuses in Germany.
John Anderson and I went just a few
weeks ago and had a great experience
meeting with the students and faculty,
and indeed others as well.

I think it is a particularly important
time to promote these kinds of ex-
changes, because, as you know, there
are some differences these days be-
tween our friends in Europe and the
United States; and I think the ex-
change of views was very useful, both
for us and hopefully for the students as
well. I hope that the Marshall Fund
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will sponsor additional teams, and I
would certainly encourage my col-
leagues to take advantage of that if

they do.
Thank you very much.
Mr. SARASIN. I thank the gen-

tleman for his comments.

Mr. BUECHNER. I thank the gentle-
woman and the gentleman for describ-
ing those wonderful efforts on the Con-
gress to Campus Program.

To sort of amplify what the gen-
tleman from New York just brought
forward, we also have for 2 years now
sent a team to England to speak to dif-
ferent universities and to the Eccles
American Study Center at the British
Library. I was there the week before
the U.S. election, and I got a lot of
questions. I was sort of a stand-in for
George Bush, and it was one of the
most interesting things that I have
ever done.

One outgrowth of the Congress to
College Program was an interest in
producing a book that would take an
inside look at Congress from different
views. Under the leadership of our col-
league Lou Frey of Florida, the asso-
ciation published a compilation of es-
says written by former Members of
Congress describing their experiences
before, during, and after serving on
Capitol Hill.

The result was ‘‘Inside the House:
Former Members Reveal How Congress
Really Works.”” Probably not as catchy
a title as the one the gentleman from
Maine had, but it has been a great suc-
cess. It is being used by several polit-
ical science departments in univer-
sities and colleges across the country.
Lou is now soliciting submissions for
another book, and I am sure he will
talk about that when he has the floor
to report on our annual fund-raising
dinner.

Another domestic program the asso-
ciation undertakes is a cooperative
project with the Library of Congress.
Through a generous grant from the
American Association of Retired Per-
sons, the association is working to in-
volve former Members of Congress in
the Library’s Veterans History Project.

This program honors our Nation’s
war veterans and those who served in
support of them. It creates a lasting
legacy of recorded interviews and other
documents chronicling veterans’ and
other citizens’ wartime experiences and
how those experiences affected their
lives and America itself. We have been
able to connect numerous former Mem-
bers who served in World War IT with
this wonderful program, and soon our
attention will focus on the veterans of
the Korean War.

Mr. Speaker, beyond the programs we
administer dealing with domestic
issues, the association is very active in
overseeing international programs.
These involve both former Members of
Congress and current Members of Con-
gress. The association has played an
important role in fostering dialogue
between the leaders of other nations
and the United States.
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We have arranged almost 500 special
events at the U.S. Capitol for inter-
national delegations from over 80 coun-
tries and the European Parliament. We
have hosted meetings for individual
members of parliaments and par-
liament staff, and organized more than
50 foreign policy seminars in over a
dozen countries involving more than
1,500 former and current parliamentar-
ians, and conducted over 20 study visits
abroad for former Members of Con-
gress.

The association serves as the secre-
tariat for the Congressional Study
Group on Germany. This is the largest
and most active exchange program be-
tween the U.S. Congress and the par-
liament of another country. It is the
flagship international program of the
association, and it is a bipartisan orga-
nization with approximately one-third
of the sitting Members of Congress par-
ticipating.

The Congressional Study Group on
Germany serves as a model for the
other study groups under the umbrella
of the Former Members Association.
Again, none of these programs operate
with Federal money or support.

For over 20 years, the Congressional
Study Group on Germany has been a
forum for lawmakers from Germany
and the United States to communicate
on issues of mutual concern. The study
group was founded in 1983 as an infor-
mal group and was established as a for-
mal organization in 1987.

The primary goal of the study group
is to establish a forum for communica-
tion between Members of Congress and
their counterparts in the German Bun-
destag. Ongoing study group activities
include conducting a Distinguished
Visitors Program at the U.S. Capitol
for guests from Germany, sponsoring
annual seminars involving Members of
Congress and the Bundestag, and orga-
nizing a Senior Congressional Staff
Study Tour to Germany each year.

The Congressional Study Group on
Germany is funded primarily by the
German Marshall Fund. That is the
premier non-governmental organiza-
tion with a transatlantic mission. Ad-
ditional funding to assist with adminis-
trative expenses has been received
from 12 corporations whose representa-
tives now serve on a Business Advisory
Council to the study group. The busi-
ness group is chaired by former Mem-
ber of Congress Tom Coleman, who as a
Member from Missouri served as the
chairman of the study group in 1989.

The study group has established
itself as the most productive means of
communication between the U.S. Con-
gress and the German Bundestag. The
Federal Republic of Germany is one of
the most important allies that we have
in the United States, and the study
group has been instrumental in helping
to cement transatlantic ties over the
years.

The most visible activity of the
group is the Distinguished Visitors
Program, which enables Members of
Congress to meet personally with high-
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ranking German elected officials, such
as Minister Joschka Fischer, Ger-
many’s Federal Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs and Vice Chancellor of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, or President
of the German Bundestag, Wolfgang
Thierse.

The highlights of each programming
year is the Congressional Study Group
on Germany’s annual seminar. Every
yvear the study group brings Members
of Congress together with German leg-
islators for several days of focused dis-
cussion on a predetermined agenda.
The parliamentarians usually are
joined by several former Members, offi-
cials of the two federal governments,
think-tank and foundation representa-
tives and members of the German-
American business community.

This year’s seminar was held in Ber-
lin, Brussels, and Frankfort from
March 18 to March 24. A delegation of
six sitting Members of Congress had
the opportunity to meet during this
week with about a dozen members of
the Bundestag. In addition, we had a
meeting with Chancellor Gerhard
Schroeder and his foreign policy advi-
sor, as well as Germany’s President,
Horst Koehler.

In Brussels, in addition to several
other meetings, we had the chance to
discuss trade relations with EU Com-
missioner for External Trade, Mr.
Peter Mandelson.

The last leg of the annual seminar
took place in Frankfort, headquarters
of the European Central Bank. The
President of the bank, Mr. Jean-Claude
Trichet, met with the group to talk
about the European Union’s monetary
policies.

We ended our visited to Germany by
visiting the Landstuhl Military Hos-
pital, where the Members of Congress
spent time visiting with wounded U.S.
servicemen and -women returning from
Iraaq.

During our meetings, we focused the
discussion on solidifying the U.S.-Ger-
man relationship in the spirit of Presi-
dent Bush’s visit to Europe this past
February. We also exchanged views on
the role of NATO, cooperation in the
war on terrorism, and transatlantic
trade and investment questions.

A reoccurring topic was the EU’s pro-
posal to lift its arms embargo with
China. Our delegation unanimously
manifested its disagreement with this
measure, and certainly sent a message
to the German legislators to rethink
this proposal.

A report about the activities of the
Congressional Study Group on Ger-
many would be incomplete without
thanking its financial supporters. First
and foremost, one needs to thank Craig
Kennedy and the German Marshall
Fund of the United States, since with-
out him and his foundation the study
group could not function at its present
level of activity.

We also cannot forget Tom Coleman,
a member of our organization who
chairs the Business Advisory Council.
His tremendous dedication in raising
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much-needed funds to support the ad-
ministrative side of the study group
has been essential. He has put together
a group of companies that deserve our
gratitude for giving their aid and sup-
port to cover the overhead of the pro-
gram. They are Allianz, BASF,
DaimlerChrysler, Deutsche Telekom,
DHL, EDS, Lockheed Martin, RGIT,
RWE, SAP, Siemens, and Volkswagen.

The Congressional Study Group on
Germany is an example of how the
Former Members Association provides
an educational service to current Mem-
bers and aids in the foreign relations
efforts of this country. I think we can
be very proud of the work we do to
make this group possible, and I look
forward to being an active participant
in the activities of the Congressional
Study Group on Germany for many
years to come.

Modeled after the Congressional
Study Group on Germany, the associa-
tion established a Congressional Study
Group on Turkey at the beginning of
this year. Turkey, one of our strategic
allies, is situated at the crossroads of
many important challenges of the 21st
century. Peace in the greater Middle
East, expansion of the European Union,
and the transformation of NATO are
all definitely issues that this study
group will entertain.

Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). I now
yield to our Speaker pro tem, Mr. Slat-
tery of Kansas, to comment on this ex-
citing new endeavor of the Association.

Mr. SLATTERY. I guess it is permis-
sible for me to speak from this side,
right?

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure for me
to report on this new project that the
association is undertaking. At the be-
ginning of this year, the association es-
tablished the Congressional Study
Group on Turkey. The study group is
modeled after our flagship inter-
national program, the Congressional
Study Group on Germany.

The study group on Turkey brings
former and current Members of Con-
gress together with their legislative
peers, government officials and busi-
ness representatives in Turkey and
serves as a platform for all participants
to learn about U.S.-Turkey relation-
ships firsthand.

Thanks to funding from the Eco-
nomic Policy Research Institute, a new
think-tank established by the Turkish
business association TOBB, the study
group has started a Distinguished Visi-
tors Program in Washington. This pro-
gram involves events for Members of
Congress such as roundtable discus-
sions or breakfast-luncheon panels fea-
turing visiting dignitaries from Tur-
key. The events take place every 6 to 8
weeks on Capitol Hill and focus on crit-
ical issues relating to the bilateral re-
lationship between Turkey and the
United States.

Additional support from the German
Marshall Fund of the United States has
allowed the study group to initiate the
first U.S.-Turkey seminar, which we
hope will become a yearly event.
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The seminar is a week-long con-
ference for U.S. Members of Congress
to discuss areas of mutual concern
with their legislative counterparts in
Turkey. The 2005 U.S.-Turkey seminar
will take place in Ankara, Istanbul and
Cyprus at the end of this month. This
year, participants will examine topics
such as democratization in the Middle
East, the war on terror, and Turkey’s
membership negotiations with the Eu-
ropean Union.

The U.S. Association of Former
Members of Congress is very pleased to
add this study group to its portfolio of
international programs. It is certain to
attract great interest in Washington
and in Ankara.

Let me just add to this that I want to
encourage all of you that are here
today and those that may be watching
this on C-SPAN to be aware that this
association is really undertaking
greater responsibilities in this inter-
national work. I am very excited about
the opportunity that members of this
association have to contribute to de-
mocracy-building efforts around the
world. I think it is going to present a
very, very rewarding opportunity for
former Members to continue their serv-
ice to this country in a very worth-
while international endeavor.

I want to bring that to your atten-
tion, and I hope that all of you will
take a greater interest in the work of
the association as we expand this inter-
national work.

Mr. SLATTERY (presiding). Mr.
Buechner.
Mr. BUECHNER. Thank you, Mr.

Speaker. Staff has notes here: ‘“Do not
trip during exchange of places.”

Thank you for your report, Jim. We
are all very excited about this new un-
dertaking.

Mr. Speaker, the association also
serves as the Secretariat for the Con-
gressional Study Group on Japan and
the Congressional Study Group on
Mexico.

Founded in 1993 in cooperation with
the East-West Center in Hawaii, the
Congressional Study Group on Japan is
a bipartisan group of 71 sitting Mem-
bers of the House and Senate, with an
additional 36 Members having asked to
be kept informed of study group activi-
ties. The Congressional Study Group
on Japan arranges opportunities for
Members of Congress to meet with
their counterparts in the Japanese
Diet, in addition to organizing discus-
sions for Members to hear from Amer-
ican and Japanese experts. The Con-
gressional Study Group on Japan is
funded via a generous grant from the
Japan-U.S. Friendship Commission.

Last, but not least, the association
administers the Congressional Study
Group on Mexico. U.S-Mexican rela-
tions are a priority, and not solely de-
fined by the issue of immigration. The
Congressional Study Group on Mexico
is a unique organization in that it
serves as a bipartisan forum for U.S.
legislators from both the House and
Senate to engage on issue-specific dia-
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logue with Mexican elected officials
and government representatives.

The goal of the group is for the two
countries’ political decisionmakers to
receive a comprehensive picture of the
issues revolving around U.S.-Mexico re-
lations. The study group also replicates
this forum for senior congressional
staff. Topics such as border security,
trade and narcotics trafficking are just
a sample of the subjects pertinent to
the bilateral relationship with Mexico.

In addition to these exciting pro-
grams involving sitting Members of
Congress, the association is extremely
pleased to have created this year a new
international program exclusively for
the former Members of Congress, the
Former Members Committee on
France.

The goal of this project is to involve
former Members of Congress in the
transatlantic dialogue, a little bit
frayed around the edges in the last few
years, between Washington and Paris.
We believe that our membership can
contribute greatly to bringing about a
better understanding of the issues gov-
erning U.S.-French relations to both
the U.S. Congress and the French Na-
tional Assembly. We have had several
panel discussions and meetings involv-
ing visiting French dignitaries, such as
current French senators serving on
their International Relations Com-
mittee.

In addition, our Members have had
the opportunity to hold small group
discussions on issues such as lifting the
weapons ban on China; and we have had
those discussions not just with staff
and embassy personnel, but also with
current members of the French Par-
liament.

We are working closely with France’s
ambassador to the United States, Jean-
David Levitte, and are currently look-
ing forward to many more opportuni-
ties to contribute to this important re-
lationship.

Mr. Speaker, as you can see, there
have been many thrilling new develop-
ments in 2004 and 2005 for our associa-
tion, such as the Congressional Study
Group on Turkey or the Former Mem-
bers Committee on France. But few un-
dertakings have energized and excited
our membership as our foray into elec-
tion monitoring.

During 2004, the U.S. Association of
Former Members sent almost 60 of our
Members on campaign monitoring and
election observation missions abroad.
The association has a long history of
participating in legislative-strength-
ening programs, for example in Hun-
gary, Macedonia or Slovakia; but we
have never utilized the unique experi-
ence and knowledge of our members in
an election-monitoring project until
now.

I will first yield to one of our offi-
cers, Jay Rhodes of Arizona, to re-
ported on our activities in Ukraine,
and then to association member Andy
Maguire to our election-monitoring
mission to Cameroon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes.
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Mr. RHODES. Thank you for giving
me the opportunity to report to you on
one of the, I think, most important un-
dertakings this association has ever
participated in. We were involved in a
non-violent and peaceful revolution
that changed a nation, hopefully for
the better, hopefully permanently.

Through a partnership with the U.S.-
Ukraine Foundation and a grant from
the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, your associa-
tion sent six separate bipartisan teams
of six to 10 persons each to Ukraine,
pardon me. Four of the teams mon-
itored pre-election activities and two
observed the actual elections, the first
fraud-ridden November runoff, and the
final historic runoff on December 26. In
fact, we sent a team of approximately
30 former Members to that December 26
election, each of them obviously giving
up their Christmas holidays.

Our members were each and all cer-
tified as international election observ-
ers by the Ukraine Government. We all
scrupulously avoided any intimation
that we were anything but neutral,
supporting no candidate, no party, no
election bloc. Each team was in the
country for a week, and each team
went far into the field, away from the
major urban areas. Each had extensive
meetings with representatives of polit-
ical parties, government officials, elec-
tion officials, candidates, the press,
and the public.

We also met, of course, with U.S. offi-
cials from our embassy and from
USAID. Our teams were joined by
former Members of the European Union
Parliament. We all experienced incon-
sistencies between what we were told
by government and election officials
and what we heard from candidates and
from citizens.

After our time in the field, the teams
returned to Kiev for debriefing and
then departed for the States. Each
team independently prepared a report
on its experiences, and those reports
were widely distributed among polit-
ical, diplomatic, and media interests
here, in Europe and in Ukraine.

Each team independently and draw-
ing from its own experiences concluded
that the election as currently being
conducted was not, not, going to be
free and fair; that the government-sup-
ported candidate was being given a
wide advantage at the expense of the
other candidates; that other candidates
had little or no access to the media;
that government resources were being
used to support one candidacy; that
government-organized efforts were
used to disrupt campaign efforts and
events for other candidates; and that
the election was going to be stolen.
Virtually every ‘ordinary citizen”
with whom we met, individually or in
groups, fully expected that their elec-
tion was going to be stolen.

Our team that returned for the No-
vember 21 election found numerous
irregularities in the voting process and
the counting procedures. Many of us
witnessed events of multiple voting by
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persons brought in to a particular area
from other parts of the country by bus
and by train. These events and prob-
lems were also witnessed by our Euro-
pean partners and other NGOs.

That evening, the evening of the elec-
tion, or, more accurately, the morning
after, at about 2:00 or 2:30 in the morn-
ing, after observing not just the voting
but the vote counting process, we re-
turned to Kiev to the hotel we were
staying in, which happened to be just
about half a block away from Independ-
ence Square in downtown Kiev. We ar-
rived to the sound of voices, lots of
voices.

We walked that half block down to
Independence Square and witnessed the
start of the Orange Revolution. There
were easily at 2 o’clock in the morning
after the elections 100,000 people in
Independence Square. This was the
start. No announcements had been
made about any votes at that point.
Those people were there because they
knew that their election had been sto-
len from them. This was the start of
what was called the Orange Revolu-
tion, which resulted ultimately in the
November 21 election being declared in-
valid and in the December 26 runoff
election, which resulted in the ulti-
mate inauguration of Victor
Yushchenko as President of Ukraine.

There is no doubt that our effort had
an impact and that we played a role in
a historic event. None of us will say
that we did this all by ourselves. There
were a lot of people involved. But we
were there, and I have no doubt that we
made a difference.

We have unique perspectives, and we
can play an important role in democ-
racy building and strengthening and
election monitoring; and this project
has set a precedent for our association
for future missions. In fact, your asso-
ciation is in the process of creating a
new Institute For Election Monitoring
in partnership with colleagues who are
former members of Parliament from
Canada and former members of the
Parliament of the European Union.
You will hear more about this effort
later on.

In addition, we have discussed with
Speaker HASTERT and will discuss next
week with Leader PELOSI the effort
that the Speaker announced to you
just a moment ago, where we may be
joining in an effort for democracy
strengthening which had been launched
by the House of Representatives yes-
terday. These efforts are very exciting,
and they bode well for the future of
your association.

I would like to say to you as a per-
sonal matter that witnessing the
things that we saw in Ukraine and wit-
nessing the will of people who are de-
termined to express themselves and to
have their expression felt and to make
an impact on their government and on
their country was for me one of the
most moving experiences I have had in
my life, and I am very grateful for hav-
ing had that opportunity.

I am now pleased to yield to our col-
league from New Jersey, Mr. Maguire,
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who will report on our election-moni-
toring delegation to Cameroon.

Mr. MAGUIRE. Thank you very
much, Jay. I was honored also to be a
member of one of the missions to
Ukraine, which Jay has just described
so eloquently.

Mr. President, I would refer now to
another election-monitoring project
that the association participated in
during 2004, the monitoring of the Oc-
tober presidential election in Cam-
eroon.

From October 8 through 12, the asso-
ciation sent a delegation of six former
Members, three Republicans and three
Democrats, to Cameroon to serve as of-
ficial election observers for the presi-
dential election on October 11. The del-
egation received certification as offi-
cial election observers from the Min-
istry of Territorial Administration and
Decentralization in Cameroon in order
to enable the delegation to travel and
observe freely.

According to the constitution and
laws of Cameroon, the people of Cam-
eroon are entitled to express their
views on candidates and parties at the
ballot box freely and without inter-
ference from any source. The mission
focused exclusively on the fairness of
the election process and did not advo-
cate for any particular candidate or
party.

In Cameroon, the delegation split
into three groups of two and traveled
within the two major cities: Yaounde,
the capital; and Douala, the financial
center; and also in the English-speak-
ing southwest province. In the days
prior to the election, each group trav-
eled extensively in their respective
areas, meeting with political party
members, government officials and op-
position representatives, attending
pro-government and opposition-party
events, visiting regional and district
offices in charge of organizing mate-
rials for election day, and scouting out
polling stations.

On election day, the delegates visited
a number of polling stations through-
out the day in their respective areas.
The delegates were present for the
opening and closing of the polls and the
counting of ballots after the polls
closed at locations selected by the del-
egates.

We evaluated a number of factors, in-
cluding but not limited to the presence
or absence of confusion or intimidation
at the polls, the posting and avail-
ability of voter registration lists and
cards, and the mechanics and trans-
parency of the voting process.

After observing the polls on election
day, the full delegation reconvened in
Yaounde for a series of meetings and a
brief press conference before returning
to the United States. The delegation
issued a report following its return
that was widely distributed in diplo-
matic and political communities in the
United States and Cameroon.

The delegation reported that it did
not witness enough irregularities to
disapprove of the balloting process
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itself, which, for the most part, pro-
ceeded in an orderly and transparent
manner at the sites visited for those
voters whose names did appear on the
registration lists. But the delegation
also concluded that structural, admin-
istrative, and equity issues must be ex-
amined and addressed to assure a free,
open, and fair electoral process in Cam-
eroon.

Violations witnessed by the delega-
tion included confusion at polling sta-
tions, individuals denied the oppor-
tunity to vote because they were un-
able to find their name on the lists of
registered voters, temporary police
checkpoints set up between provinces
that could contribute to voter intimi-
dation, and media coverage heavily
slanted to favor the incumbent.

Like most other credible observer
groups that were in Cameroon, the del-
egation concluded that there was sig-
nificant room for improvement in the
administrative performance and tech-
nical competence required for full and
fair operations of the voter registra-
tion process, the timely publishing na-
tionally and in each locality of voter
registration lists prior to election day,
the delivery of voter registration cards,
the training of polling commissions,
representatives of the National Elec-
tion Observatory, the training of polit-
ical party representatives and other
observers of the balloting process and
also in the management and adjudica-
tion of any claims or charges of irreg-
ularities in connection with voter reg-
istration, campaigning, balloting and
the electoral process overall.

As with our missions to Ukraine, it
became apparent quickly how impor-
tant a role former Members can play in
this democracy-building field. I am
thrilled that our association has com-
menced these types of activities, and I
hope to be able to participate in future
election-monitoring delegations.

Let me add that there are some spin-
offs that are important that go beyond
the monitoring of the election on elec-
tion day. Let me mention three.

Our colleague, Robin Beard of Ten-
nessee, who participated, I think, in
four of the Ukraine missions, recently
returned as a consultant on legislative
strengthening, setting up a truly demo-
cratic process in the Parliament of
Ukraine, and met with President
Yushchenko and his top aides in that
connection.

Another example, the Woodrow Wil-
son Center for International Affairs,
headed by our colleague Lee Hamilton,
recently put together a half-day pro-
gram focused on what you do after the
election: how do you continue to be in-
volved in the process of reform after
the election has taken place when
there are serious problems that need to
be addressed, as is the case in many
countries today. That session was led
by former Canadian Prime Minister
Joe Clark, and I think it really does set
us forward in a very useful way now on
what Joe Clark referred to as the prac-
tice of follow-on to elections.



H3584

Our colleague Robin Beard and I have
also had the great pleasure of joining
together at the National Defense Uni-
versity on two occasions to talk with
senior people from the military com-
munity, the security community, and
the foreign policy community of 20
Near East and South Asian nations,
again talking about the election proc-
ess, about politics in this country,
about the way the world is changing in
a democratic direction.

So, Mr. President, I am delighted to
present this report on behalf of the as-
sociation, and I thank you very much
for your acknowledging me.

O 1000

Mr. BUECHNER. Thank you Jay and
Andy.

Mr. Speaker, there are several other
activities of the U.S. Association of
Former Members of Congress which de-
serve to be highlighted today. One cer-
tainly is our Annual Statesmanship
Award Dinner, chaired so exceptionally
by Lou Frey of Florida. I would like to
yield to Mr. Frey to report on the din-
ner we just held in March.

Mr. FREY. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. Senator Coats, Ambassador Coats
leaned over to me about all this good
we are doing and how we are involved
with democratization, and wondered if
we would be available on the other side
of the Capitol.

Sometimes a good idea is not a good
idea. But about 8 years ago we had no
source of fundraising outside of our
dues. And I was president, and proposed
that we have an Annual Statesmanship
Award Dinner. And everybody thought
it was a good idea. The only bad side is
we did not have a chairman. And so 8
years later, I have had the privilege of
chairing this dinner, and it has really
becomes an institution in Washington
now. We have had over 400 people at
each and every dinner.

We not only have the dinner itself,
but we have a wonderful congressional
and presidential auction, which our
colleague, Jimmy Hayes, works all
year on doing, and it has been an event
that has been really memorable in a lot
of ways.

Just for your memory, the past re-
cipients are Dan Glickman, Lee Ham-
ilton, Lynn Martin, Norm Mineta, Vice
President CHENEY, Secretary Rumsfeld.
And one of, I think, the highlights was
the World War II generation rep-
resented by our own Bob Michel, by
Bob Dole, by Sam Gibbons, by John
Glenn and by George McGovern.

For any who missed that dinner, you
just missed an incredibly touching and
wonderful evening. And the stories
they told were great. Sam Gibbons,
jumping out of his airplane with a six
pack of beer. And just wonderful. And I
believe our records show that we had
over 161 men and women who served in
some capacity in World War IT as Mem-
bers of Congress.

Our last honoree was John Breaux of
Louisiana. And of course John is noted
for working with people on both sides
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of the aisle. And again, it was a good
evening.

We did have a highlight on our trip
to France in that we had run into a
French Count whose family goes back
to William the Conqueror. And he had
a beautiful chalet over there, and we
auctioned it off, and he got carried
away. He was going to give a weekend,
but he ended up giving a week. He had
had probably a few glasses of milk or
something along the line. And we
ended up with a very nice amount for it
for a week. And it was one of the live
auction items.

One of the other things we have tried
to do, we mentioned the ‘“‘Congress to
Campus’ program, is the fact that
every time we are out there people
have said, look, this is interesting, it
really is, but this is not textbook. I
mean, what is it really like? You peo-
ple are talking about that. Why do you
not write it down? So we decided we
would do that. And we had 38 former
Members of the House and Senate write
chapters for the book called ‘‘Inside
the House’. It is used on a number of
campuses. It is used in the War College
out in Monterey. And it is a good book.
It is an interesting book. And we are
going to update it a little bit. And we
are going to write another book which
some of you, I hope, have, I know some
of you have responded. Some of you
have responded, and it is called ‘‘The
Rules of the Road’’.

Barber Conable, you know, had one of
the rules, just a wonderful guy who is
not with us anymore. But his rule was,
“Never act on an economic policy that
you can put on a bumper sticker.” You
know, mine were pretty simple. ‘“Do
not fight with the press”. “If you have
to explain, you are in trouble.” And
“never retreat; attack in a different di-
rection.”

What we are trying to do is to get
from each and every one of you what
your rules are, a little explanation of
it. The University Press is willing to
publish it again, and it will be a lot
easier if you write me back than if I
have to call you. So I would appreciate
you doing it. Everybody will be in the
book. I hope to get about 250 or at least
300 of these to the book. And I am en-
joying getting the answers back.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Will the gentleman
yield briefly?

Mr. FREY. Yes. The gentleman from
Kentucky, my good friend.

Mr. MAZZOLI. I want to commend
the gentleman for his great leadership
in the organization and chairmanship
of the dinner, and I would like to re-
mind the gentleman that he was al-
most like a drill sergeant, ferreting out
information from those of us who con-
tributed to ‘‘Inside the House”. And I
did not want to have to suffer the same
kind of challenge this time, so I have
here my contribution to ‘“‘Rules of the
Road”. I just did not want Lou Frey on
my case for the next 6 months, so here
it is, Lou.

Mr. FREY. Thank you. I appreciate
that. Thank you, Mr. President. I ap-
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preciate the opportunity to make the
report.

Mr. BUECHNER. Thank you, Lou.
And again, your invaluable leadership
has made the Annual Statesmanship
Award Dinner the tremendous success
it has been each year.

Mr. Speaker, allow me to just briefly
highlight the other activities of our
Association during 2004. In December of
last year the Association hosted its
Life After Congress Seminar. The pur-
pose of that conference was to ease the
transition away from Capitol Hill for
those sitting Members who would not
return for the next Congress. We as-
sembled a panel of Congressional sup-
port staff to outline the services avail-
able to retiring Members, as well as a
panel of former Members who have pur-
sued careers in a variety of different
fields.

In addition, Dana Martin, the Chair
of the Association’s Auxiliary, spoke
about some of the opportunities avail-
able to spouses of former Members, a
very informative and worthwhile ses-
sion.

The Association also organizes Study
Tours for its members and their
spouses who, at their own expense,
have participated in education and cul-
tural visits to places such as Australia,
Canada, China, Vietnam, the former
Soviet Union, Mexico and Western and
Eastern Europe. In 2004, the 60th anni-
versary of D-Day was the occasion to
bring a group of 20 former Members and
spouses to France. They spent 3 days in

Paris, met with the Ambassador,
French legislators, French Foreign
Ministry. Our colleague, Connie

Morella, who serves currently as the
U.S. Ambassador to the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, hosted a meeting.

Following that, they went to Nor-
mandy and spent several days touring
D-Day sites. It was a momentous occa-
sion to participate in a wreath-laying
ceremony, and former Members were
involved in the lowering of the flag of
the United States as Taps was played;
unbelievable experiences that will stay
with them for a lifetime.

Those are just some of the other ac-
tivities we have. We have an annual
golf tournament at Andrews Air Force
Base, and the Association’s Auxiliary
has other functions.

Mr. Speaker, the Association benefits
tremendously from the efforts and
leadership of many people. I would like
to, as the president, thank the other
officers of the Association, you, Jim
Slattery, Jay Rhodes, Dennis Hertel
and Larry LaRocco, the members of
our Board of Directors and our coun-
selors for providing excellent guidance
and support through the year.

I would like to also recognize the
work our staff has done. Rebecca
Zylberman and Michael Taylor are two
tremendous assets that we have. Sudha
David-Wilp is a young woman who has
taken over international programming,
and I think you can just hear in what
we have talked about for the study
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groups, she has done a magnificent job.
But especially I need to point out that
Peter Weichlein, who was the head of
our international programs until Linda
Reed retired, and he is now Executive
Director, he has done just a magnifi-
cent job on the interrelationship, both
with the sitting Members of Congress,
with all the study group participants
and keeping our membership aware of
what was going on in the world.

Mr. Speaker, we are also pleased
today to have with us several rep-
resentatives of former parliamentarian
associations abroad. From the Cana-
dian Association of Former Parliamen-
tarians, we are joined by, and would
you please stand when I say your name,
Doug Rowland, Derrek Konrad, and
Walter Van der Walle. From the Asso-
ciation of Former Members of the Eu-
ropean Parliament, we are thrilled to
have with us Lord Henry Plumb, James
Moorhouse, Richard Balfe and
Fearghas O’Beara. And from the Asso-
ciation of the Former Members of the
Parliament of New Zealand, we are de-
lighted to welcome Maurice McTigue.
And from the Ontario Association of
Former Parliamentarians, we are
joined by the Reverend Canon Derwyn
Shea and Mr. John Parker.

Mr. Speaker, this is the largest num-
ber of foreign dignitaries we have ever
had join us. I cannot call a Canadian a
foreign dignitary. I am sorry. But
friends to the north, okay?

And we are truly honored that you
all have made the journey to Wash-
ington so that we can continue work-
ing with each other and learning from
each other.

Mr. Speaker, this is my sad part of
my presentation, is to inform the
House of those persons who served in
Congress and have passed away since
our report last year. They are, Brock
Adams of Washington, Alphonzo Bell of
California, Tom Bevil of Alabama, Don
Brotzman of Colorado, Shirley Chis-
holm of New York, Tom Foglietta of
Pennsylvania, Hiram Fong of Hawaii,
William Ford of Michigan, Tillie
Fowler of Florida, Ronald ‘‘Bo’’ Ginn of
Georgia, Lamar Gudger of North Caro-
lina, Edwin Arthur Hall of New York,
Howell Heflin of Alabama, Frank Jef-
ferson Horton of New York, Tom Kind-
ness of Ohio, William Lehman of Flor-
ida, James Armstrong MacKay of Geor-
gia, Robert Matsui of California, Cath-
erine Dean May of Washington, Robert
Price of Texas, Peter Rodino of New
Jersey, Pierre Salinger of California
and James Patrick Sutton of Ten-
nessee.

I ask all of you, including the visi-
tors in the gallery, would you please
rise for a moment of silence as we pay
our respects to the memory of these
fallen elected representatives. Thank
you.

Mr. Speaker, as you know, each year
the Association presents a distin-
guished service award to an out-
standing public servant and former
Member of Congress. The award rotates
between parties, as do our officers.
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Last year we presented the award to an
extraordinary Democrat, Sam Nunn.
This year we are pleased to be honoring
a remarkable Republican, former Rep-
resentative, Senator and Ambassador
Dan Coats of Indiana.

Dan commenced his long service to
the Nation when he joined the Army in
1966, serving until 1968. After some
years in private law practice and as a
district representative for then Con-
gressman Dan Quayle, Dan Coats was
elected to the House of Representatives
in 1981. He served in the House until
being sworn in as Senator in January
1989, where he represented Indiana
until 1999.

While in Congress, Dan Coats was a
member of several high profile commit-
tees, including the Armed Services
Committee, the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence and the House
Energy and Commerce Committee. He
was also a member of the Senate lead-
ership, serving as Midwest Regional
Whip.

He continued his long and distin-
guished service to the country when he
represented the United States as its
Ambassador to Germany, from August
2001 until February 2005. As we all well
know, the recent strain on U.S.-Ger-
man relations required a diplomat of
the highest skill set, and we applaud
our former colleague for the excep-
tional way in which he conducted the
business of the United States of Amer-
ica.

On behalf of the Association of
Former Members of Congress, I am de-
lighted to present our Distinguished
Service Award to the Honorable Dan
Coats. I am going to read what it says
on the plaque: Presented by the U.S.
Association of Former Members of
Congress to Ambassador Daniel Ray
Coats for over 20 years of commendable
public service to his beloved State of
Indiana and to the Nation.

Dan Coats served from 1981 to 1989 in
the U.S. House, and from 1989 to 1999 as
a United States Senator. As a legis-
lator he comfortably worked with his
colleagues from both sides of the aisle,
especially if he could benefit America’s
families and children. He continued his
exemplary service to country by acting
as U.S. Ambassador to Germany from
2001 until 2005, representing the United
States with skill and distinction dur-
ing the often challenging post-Sep-
tember 11 period. His former colleagues
applaud and recognize his distinguished
career in public service, Washington,
DC, May 19, 2005.

And Dan, I am also pleased to present
you with a scrapbook of letters from
colleagues offering their congratula-
tions for this well-deserved symbol of
our respect, appreciation and affection.
We would be pleased to receive some
comments from you.

Mr. COATS. President Jack and Vice
President Jim, Leader Bob, and my
chairman, Jim Broyhill and friends
who I had the very distinct privilege of
serving with in this place, it occurs to
me that there are more people listen-
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ing to me speak now than I ever had
when I spoke in the House of Rep-
resentatives or in the Senate.

It also occurs to me that, as someone
who did serve in that other body, I
could go on for an interminable
amount of time. But I am now back in
the House of Representatives, and so I
am conscious of the gavel coming down
behind me within a 5-minute period. So
I will be very, very brief.

It is a great honor to be honored by
your peers. I suspect that this had
something to do with my Ambassador-
ship to Germany, although I cannot
quite figure out why I was given this
award since, under my watch, we took
relations all the way back to the
Spring of 1945. It was a challenging
time, as Jack said. And I think that
one thing I learned for sure was, given
the very significant political tensions
that existed between our President and
the Chancellor of Germany, between
our countries, the very rightful sense
of disappointment, to say the least,
over the lack of support from a friend
that we had lent incredible amount of
support, including the lives of many,
many Americans to liberate that coun-
try from the scourge of Naziism. It was
a difficult time for Americans to un-
derstand how that could happen.

One of the things that sustained us
was, and I believe the most important
thing that sustained us were the rela-
tionships that had been forged since
those postwar times by the more than
13 million American troops that had
served in Germany and their relation-
ships with German townspeople and
people in political office and just every
day, ordinary, on the street Germans,
the business ties that exist between
our two countries, and just, as perhaps
more importantly than any of those
were the relationships that had been
forged through the connections be-
tween Members and particularly
former Members, the study group and
others, between German parliamentar-
ians and Germans in office and in high
places. Those relationships maintained
our special relationship with Germany
that has existed since 1945, and saw us
through all those difficult times.

The study group we were privileged
to host over there, to have Members
come over. We were privileged to have
others come and speak to parliamen-
tarians, to share breakfast, lunch and
dinner, share thoughts, business groups
exchanging, all of those sustained us
through that, and I can report, on leav-
ing there in February of 2005, relations
had dramatically improved with our
new Secretary of State’s visit, which
was an astounding success, followed by
the President’s visit 2 weeks later. And
so we are back on the track where we
should be. Still some work to do, but
certainly on the uptick rather than
where we were in 2002, 2003. So, for
whatever I was able to contribute to
that, I am appreciative of the oppor-
tunity of having, being able to serve
there.
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I am most appreciative of the time
that I have had in this august Cham-
ber. I walked in and saw Billy Pitts and
Bob Michel, and friends who served
with me during that time, and it was a
real throwback and took me back to
some great memories. I felt like run-
ning up to Billy and saying, how long
is this going to last? When are we
going to catch the plane back home?

So thank you very much for honoring
me. I join a distinguished list of people
that were named in receiving this
honor and I am greatly honored, and
will display this plaque in a very
prominent place in my office and re-
member fondly my days here in this
House of Representatives and my asso-
ciation with so many of you. Thank
you.

Mr. BUECHNER. Again, Dan, thank
you for your service and your leader-
ship during some challenging times.

Mr. Speaker, the Members of the as-
sociation were honored and proud to
serve in the United States Congress.
We are continuing our service to the
Nation in other ways now, but hope-
fully, ones that are equally effective.
Again, thank you for letting us return
today to this Chamber that means so
much to us.

This concludes our 35th annual re-
port by the U.S. Association of former
Members of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Slattery.) The gentleman from Mary-
land would like to be recognized (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. I asked my dear, dear
friend of a long time, Speaker Michel,
glad to have you here. You former
Members, I want you to know that at
one point in time I went up to RAY
LAHoOOD in 1995. I would particularly
like my Republican friends to hear
this. I went up to RAY LAHOOD, who
was presiding in 1995. I went up to him
and I said, look, we have got 197 Demo-
crats, and if you could just get 20 Re-
publicans, we will elect Bob Michel
speaker. But LAHOOD could not deliver,
Bob. I do not know what happened.

But I always like the opportunity to
come and visit with those of you who
have served so well in this Congress
and provided for us such an out-
standing institution in which to serve.
It is a little more acrimonious than
when most of you served here. Perhaps
that will, at some point in time, get
better. But in any event, on behalf of
all of us who still serve here and who
have benefited by what you have done
through the years, thank you very
much. And I hope that you have had a
great visit back.

We see you often. I see Bob on a very
regular basis, but I hope that all of you
are doing well. Thank you for your as-
sistance through the years. Thank you
very much.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thank
you, Mr. President. The Chair again
wishes to thank the former Members of
Congress for their presence here today.
And for those of you who have not had
an opportunity to record your presence
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with the Clerk, I would invite you to
do so at this time. Good luck to all of
you.

The Chair would advise that the
House will reconvene at approximately
10:35.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 20
minutes a.m.), the House continued in
recess.

J 1030
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. BOOzMAN) at 10 o’clock
and 35 minutes a.m.

———

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD
DURING RECESS

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the pro-
ceedings had during the recess be print-
ed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and
that all Members and former Members
who spoke during the recess have the
privilege of revising and extending
their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will receive up to 10 one-minute
speeches on each side.

———

END FILIBUSTER AGAINST
PRISCILLA OWEN

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, throughout
her career, Judge Priscilla Owen has
received support from across the ideo-
logical spectrum. In 2000 she was over-
whelmingly reelected to a second term
on the Texas Supreme Court, receiving
84 percent of the vote. Every major
newspaper in Texas endorsed her for
election.

Her popularity stems from her excel-
lence on the bench and in private prac-
tice where she distinguished herself as
a litigator after earning the highest
score in the State on the Texas bar
exam in 1977.

On May 9, 2001, Priscilla Owen was
nominated to the Fifth Circuit Court.
The nomination is supported by three
former Democrat judges on the Texas
Supreme Court, a bipartisan group of
15 past presidents of the State Bar of
Texas. However, on five separate occa-
sions in the U.S. Senate, Democrats
succeeded in blocking the vote on the
floor, even though she has the votes to
be confirmed, because of partisanship
and politics.

Today political maneuverings stand
and Judge Owen’s courtroom stands
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empty. Senate Democrats are holding
qualified judges hostage to their ex-
tremist views and disrupting the con-
stitutional process. That is wrong, un-
precedented, and it should stop.
——

STOP THE WEAPONIZATION OF
SPACE

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration, through senior Air Force
officials, wants the U.S. to achieve
military supremacy in outer space.
Dominating all earth from outer space
will have an out-of-world price tag,
perhaps more than $1 trillion.

A question: Why reach for the stars
with guns in our hands? Are there
weapons of mass destruction on Mars?

Yesterday 28 Members of Congress
signed on to H.R. 2420, a bill to stop the
weaponization of space, urging the
President to sign an international trea-
ty to ban such weapons. If we work to-
gether towards creating peace on
earth, we would not bring war to the
high heavens.

While some fantasize about being
“masters of the universe,” there are 45
million Americans without health in-
surance. Corporations are reneging on
pension obligations. Social Security is
under attack. We are headed towards a
$400 billion annual budget deficit, a
$600 billion trade deficit, an $8 trillion
national debt. The cost of the war in
Iraq is over $200 billion. While we build
new bases in Iraq, we close them in the
United States.

BEarth to Washington, D.C. Earth to
Washington, D.C. D.C., call home.

——————

ENSURING A STABLE VACCINE
SUPPLY

(Mr. MURPHY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, two
quick health care issues. Each year
vaccinations save $52 billion in health
care costs and 33,000 lives. However,
the government’s policy of selecting
the lowest bidder, combined with a fear
of lawsuits, has driven manufacturers
out of the United States. This contrib-
uted to last year’s flu vaccine shortage,
where 30 million doses were lost due
when a foreign manufacturer’s supply
was contaminated. The U.S. Congress
needs to follow through with incentives
to secure more TU.S.-based vaccine
manufacturers.

Secondly, today’s news in the paper
about Type II diabetes was disturbing.
One point two million more cases ap-
pear per year, costing $132 billion. Type
II diabetes is caused by poor diet and
lack of exercise, and as Members of
Congress we need to urge all Americans
to make sure they take better care of
themselves for this disease that causes
stroke, heart attack, kidney failure,
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and blindness. The risks are huge. The
costs are huge. The benefits are great if
we take better care of ourselves.

———
SAVERS CREDIT

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, for mil-
lions of Americans their retirement
has become less, not more, secure. Part
of the problem is that we are not sav-
ing enough. Half of all Americans do
not participate in employer-sponsored
retirement plans, and for 28 million
households they have no retirement
plans outside of Social Security.

A savings crisis in America, com-
bined with privatizing Social Security,
is a recipe for disaster. As the collapse
of the United Airlines pension dem-
onstrates, Social Security is a key to
retirement security for many Ameri-
cans. We must preserve Social Security
while we encourage Americans to save
more for their retirement.

Here are four ideas: Automatic en-
rollment in 401(k)’s for all Americans;
direct deposit of their tax refunds into
their savings plans; government match
for the first $2,000 they save, matching
it by 50 percent; and universal 401(k)’s
to simplify and consolidate the 16 dif-
ferent tax savings plans on the tax
rolls.

Mr. Speaker, a saving crisis faces
America, but we can do something
about it. We should act now to encour-
age more Americans to save for their
retirement while strengthening Social
Security, not privatizing it.

———
NASCAR

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, the State
of North Carolina is a proud home to a
great American racing tradition:
NASCAR. This weekend Lowes Motor
Speedway in Concord will host the
NASCAR Nextel Cup All Star Race,
and folks from all across the country
and around the world will come to
watch the world’s best drivers race for
the finish.

My hometown of Concord is proud of
its partnership with the racing indus-
try and is home to many NASCAR driv-
ers and teams. The Charlotte area has
also joined together to attract the
NASCAR Hall of Fame. We are excited
about the possibility of this prestigious
attraction calling North Carolina
home.

Today I would like to take a moment
to commend NASCAR, a tremendous
industry and job provider in North
Carolina, for its efforts to give back to
the community. With its growing popu-
larity, the sport provides entertain-
ment for families, support for char-
ities, and a huge economic boost for
our region. I am also especially grate-
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ful for NASCAR’s support of Dell
TechKnow, a technology program for
our schools. It is making an impact for
kids in education. Even more impor-
tant is NASCAR’s support of our in-
credible military.

Tomorrow, May 20, I will join fans
across the country celebrating
NASCAR Day, which means support for
numerous charities, our men and uni-
form, and jobs for Americans. NASCAR
Day is an opportunity to bring fans,
businesses, and community organiza-
tions across the Nation together for
common cause while giving to
NASCAR-related charities and making
a difference in the lives of children. It
supports charities such as Victory
Junction Camp, Speediatrics, and
Speedway Children’s Charity, all meet-
ing needs and providing support for
children with chronic and life-threat-
ening illnesses.

Mr. Speaker, I commend NASCAR,
and if we ever add an extra line to the
“Star Spangled Banner,” it will be
“Gentlemen, start your engines.”

————

THE JUDICIARY AND THE RULE
OF LAW

(Mr. MILLER of North Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the presidential election in
2000 was effectively decided by the Su-
preme Court. In his dissent, Justice
Stephens said: ‘It is the confidence in
the men and women who administer
the judicial system that is the true
backbone of the rule of law ... Al-
though we may never know with com-
plete certainty the identity of the win-
ner of this year’s presidential election,
the identity of the loser is perfectly
clear: It is the Nation’s confidence in
the judge as an impartial guardian of
the rule of law.”

Mr. Speaker, Americans, Democrats
and Republicans alike did accept the
Supreme Court’s decision and the legit-
imacy of President Bush’s election.
But, Mr. Speaker, what confidence will
Americans have in judges nominated
without consultation, without the ad-
vice and consent that the Constitution
provides for, and confirmed by a bare
majority despite strong objections to
the impartiality of those judges, con-
firmed only by shamelessly ignoring
the rules that have governed the Sen-
ate for more than two centuries? Mr.
Speaker, why should Americans accept
the decisions of those judges as legiti-
mate? And, Mr. Speaker, just what will
be left of the rule of law?

———

COMMENDING SENATE FOR
COURAGEOUS ACTION

(Mr. CARTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
stitution of the United States designed
by our Founding Fathers set up a sys-
tem of establishing a judiciary. And in
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that establishment, they intended for
the President of the United States to
nominate people on the bench and they
intended for the Senate to give advice
and consent to that nomination and,
by an up-or-down vote, vote on whether
or not those people can serve for life in
the United States judiciary.

O 1045

We are seeing today a constitutional
challenge that is being met by the Sen-
ate as they go forward and meet their
constitutional duty for an up-or-down
vote for the judiciary and the nominees
that have been proposed for our Fed-
eral judiciary.

Mr. Speaker, we expect fair and im-
partial judges to be appointed to the
court; and just because they do not
meet our political litmus test, we
should not allow anyone to intervene
with our constitutional duty which we
take an oath to preserve, protect, and
defend the Constitution of the United
States as we have served in these of-
fices.

I commend the Senate for the coura-
geous act that they will go forward and
do in the following weeks.

———————

REPUBLICAN ABUSES OF POWER

(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, our
Founding Fathers envisioned Congress
would deliberate, collaborate, and then
judiciously compromise on the Kkey
issues of the day. Here in the House,
the Republican majority refuses to col-
laborate, deliberate, or compromise.
The House leadership consistently
abuses its power by preventing the mi-
nority from offering its ideas on the
floor.

Fortunately, in the Senate, the Re-
publican majority cannot force its will
on the minority so easily. One of the
tools of the Senate for more than 200
years is the filibuster, a rule that pro-
tects the rights of the minority and
prevents the majority from having ab-
solute power. It is a critical tool in the
checks and balances that exist between
the branches of government.

Today, Senate Republicans are pre-
paring to do something that has never
been done before: abolish the rights of
the minority to filibuster judicial ap-
pointments.

This extreme power grab would seri-
ously undermine our Nation’s checks
and balances. Like their colleagues in
the House, Senate Republicans want
absolute power, even though Ameri-
cans know that our country works best
when no political power is in absolute
control.

As a Nevadan, I want to personally
thank Nevada Senator HARRY REID for
leading the fight in the Senate to pro-
tect and preserve the constitutional
form of government that we enjoy in
this country.
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BAKASSI PENINSULA

(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to draw my colleagues’ at-
tention to a situation in Africa.

President Abasanjo of Nigeria prom-
ised, as a result of a lawsuit several
years ago, to withdraw Nigerian troops
from the Bakassi Peninsula in the Re-
public of Cameroon. Today he has not
done this, and it is time we see some
action from Nigeria.

As the president of the African
Union, President Obasanjo has an obli-
gation to set an example for the rest of
the African nations by adhering to the
International Court of Justice’s deci-
sion and obey the rule of law.

I call on President Abasanjo to with-
draw all Nigerian troops from the
Bakassi Peninsula and return the
Bakassi Peninsula to its rightful
owner, the fine Republic of Cameroon.

DEMOCRATIC WOMEN UNITED
AGAINST GOP ABUSE OF POWER

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to denounce the Republican abuse of
power. Right now, the Senate Repub-
licans are trying to jam through judi-
cial nominations that will hurt the
American people, as well as women.

Specifically, I am extremely con-
cerned about the nomination of Janice
Rogers Brown from California. Her
views are out of the mainstream and
out of touch with American values, and
this is why: she was the only member
of the California Supreme Court to find
that a jury should not hear expert tes-
timony in a domestic violence case
about Battered Women Syndrome. Jan-
ice Rogers Brown was the only member
of the court to oppose an effort to stop
the sale of cigarettes to children. She
even said that a manager could use ra-
cial slurs against his Latino employ-
ees.

Her record is clear. She does not pro-
tect the rights of workers, women, or
minorities. She is so far out of the
mainstream that she, in my opinion, is
viewed as extreme. We cannot allow
the Senate Republicans to abuse their
power to jam through such extreme ju-
dicial appointments.

Our current and effective system of
checks and balances protects our judi-
cial branch. The American public must
be shielded from individuals like her.

———

JUDICIAL NOMINEES

(Mr. BONNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to voice my strong concern over
the unconscionable and harmful stall-
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ing tactics we are seeing in the con-
firmation process over in the other
body with regard to several qualified
judicial nominees.

Two in particular, Justice Janice
Rogers Brown, the nominee that the
gentlewoman was speaking about just
a minute ago, and Judge Bill Pryor, are
outstanding jurists; and I am proud
that they are both natives of my home
State of Alabama.

Justice Brown is a native of Luverne
and the daughter of a sharecropper.
She has enjoyed an extremely success-
ful career beginning on the Third Dis-
trict Court of Appeals in California and
continuing for the past 9 years on that
State’s State Supreme Court. Judge
Pryor, a native of Mobile, was one of
our State’s finest attorneys general
and served with distinction during his
temporary appointment on the 11th
circuit of the Court of Appeals.

Both of these individuals are experts
in their field, and both of them rep-
resent the finest in legal minds any-
where in this country, and they deserve
a vote.

————

MOURNING THE LOSS OF LANCE
CORPORAL JONATHAN GRANT

(Mr. UDALL of New Mexico asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor the life
of Lance Corporal Jonathan Walter
Grant.

Jonathan lived his life by always put-
ting others first. Last Wednesday, he
made the ultimate sacrifice while serv-
ing in Iraq.

Lance Corporal Grant was among the
six Marines killed during combat in
Operation Matador when their troop
transporter rolled over a road-side
bomb in the Al Anbar Province.

Just 23 years old, Jonathan lived life
always showing courage and maturity
beyond his years. He was born in the
Pojoaque Valley of New Mexico and
raised by his grandmother, Margie
Warner, whom he loved dearly. He re-
ceived his General Equivalency Di-
ploma in the year 2000 and joined the
Marines in the year 2002, working the
entire time to support his family and
build his future.

Our heartfelt prayers and sympathies
are with Jonathan’s family and friends
during their time of great loss. We will
always remember his bravery and the
sacrifice he made while serving our
great Nation.

CHINA SAFEGUARD
IMPLEMENTATION

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to congratulate and commend Presi-
dent Bush and the Committee on Im-
plementation of Textile Agreements
for recently implementing safeguards
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against Chinese imports of cotton
shirts, cotton trousers, and cotton and
man-made fiber underwear. Since the
lifting of quotas by the WTO in Janu-
ary, shorts, trousers, and underwear,
which represent more textile jobs than
any other sector in America, have been
under attack due to the flood of Chi-
nese imports currently coming into our
country. This fast action will save
thousands of textile jobs in this coun-
try and in my district.

However, Mr. Speaker, I was dis-
heartened to hear the comments on the
safeguard sanctions made by the

spokesman for the Chinese Ministry of
Commerce. He said in a statement that
China believes its exports of cotton
knit shirts, trousers, and man-made
underwear have not disrupted the U.S.
market. I think a 1,573 percent increase
and a 1,277 percent increase in the first
3 months of this year constitute a mar-
ket disruption. Let me repeat, those
numbers are for the first 3 months of
the year. Think what would happen if
we did not implement the China safe-
guards.

The Ministry of Commerce went on
to say, The U.S. decision runs counter
to the World Trade Organization’s
agreements on trade of textile and ap-
parel products and deviates from the
WTO spirit of free trade.

| took specific note of this statement be-
cause China’s idea of fair trade is government
subsidies of its textile and apparel exports to
the United States, currency manipulation, ex-
port tax rebates, forgiveness of loans by its
government banks, and direct payments to its
State-owned textile and apparel industry. For-
tunately, the rest of the world does not think
like the Chinese.

| applaud Secretary GUTIERREZ and his
panel for helping to level the playing field for
our domestic textile and manufacturing.

———
REPUBLICAN ABUSES OF POWER

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, 36 years
ago, Republican Senator Howard Baker
took to the Senate floor during a Re-
publican-led filibuster of Abe Fortas,
President Johnson’s nominee to be
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.
Senator Baker justified the Republican
filibuster by stating, ‘“On any issue the
majority, at any given moment, is not
always right.”

Some people might be surprised that
Senate Republicans led a filibuster
against a judicial nominee. After all,
Senator FRIST continues to claim all
judicial appointees are entitled to an
up-or-down vote, no matter what. It is
a disingenuous statement when he him-
self and other proponents of this ex-
treme measure have used the filibuster
to delay and defeat judicial nomina-
tions of the past. It is a hypocritical
statement when the Republican major-
ity in the Senate derailed and defeated
65 of President Clinton’s judicial nomi-
nations without ever permitting them
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a vote or even a hearing, not a vote in
committee, not a vote on the floor.

And now that the Republicans are in
the majority and have a President,
they want to prevent Democrats from
taking the very same actions they have
used. They are now trying to change
the rules of the Senate in the middle of
the game to try to take away the
rights of the minority.

Senator Baker was correct in 1968
when he said the majority was not al-
ways right, and it is time Senate Re-
publicans realize that their extreme
power grab is not in the best interests
of either this Congress or this Nation.

———

CONGRATULATIONS TO DEBBIE
PETERSON

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
today I would like to congratulate
Debbie Peterson from my district, a so-
cial worker at Pope High School. Last
week, Habitat For Humanity named
her the Southwest Regional Volunteer
of the Year for Georgia, Florida, and
Alabama. She is one of those special
educators whose energy is contagious.

For her, Habitat For Humanity is
more than building a house on the
weekends. Sponsoring the Student Club
is her way of giving back to the school,
to the community, and to those who
want a hand up and not a hand out, as
Habitat’s slogan states.

Throughout her 31 years in public
service, Debbie Peterson has always re-
membered that it is about the students
and their accomplishments. What have
they done? Increased club membership
from 25 students to 525, over one-quar-
ter of the entire student body. Raised
over $160,000 for Habitat projects to
build seven homes; become one of the
five largest chapters of Habitat at U.S.
colleges and high schools.

At the end of this school year, she
will retire from Pope High School. The
lessons she has taught the thousands of
students who helped provide a hand up
to countless others will last a lifetime.

Congratulations Debbie Peterson.

——

MAKING PROGRESS IN SOCIAL
SECURITY REFORM

(Mr. KLINE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to highlight the progress, yes, the
progress we are making towards mean-
ingful reform of an ailing Social Secu-
rity system.

Because of the efforts of my col-
leagues and President Bush to commu-
nicate the truth of the impending So-
cial Security shortfall, Americans are
talking, and their elected representa-
tives are listening.

I know I am only one of many Mem-
bers who have been hosting listening
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sessions to hear the questions and con-
cerns of my constituents on these im-
portant issues. On every one of these
meetings, ideas are put forth. Many
Members have translated these ideas
into legislative proposals. Though the
details differ, the message remains the
same: we must do something to ensure
Social Security will remain strong for
our children and our grandchildren.

Unfortunately, not all Members are
equally committed to solving the prob-
lem. Some opponents of reform have
admitted that they would rather stand
in the way of honest debate than be
part of the solution. Mr. Speaker, this
is a disservice to the constituents they
represent and the millions of Ameri-
cans who would benefit from reform.

I would encourage my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to be part of the
solution, not part of the problem.

——————

SUPPORT THE SAVE OUR WATERS
FROM SEWAGE ACT

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my strong concerns
about an EPA proposal that would
allow local treatment plants to dis-
charge inadequately treated sewage
into our waterways. It is disappointing
that the EPA would even consider a
policy change that would worsen our
Nation’s water quality and threaten
public health.

I am a cosponsor of the Save Our Wa-
ters From Sewage Act to prevent the
EPA from finalizing this misguided ini-
tiative. The mere thought of routinely
allowing human sewage that is only
partly treated to be dumped into our
local waterways is very disturbing.

The EPA’s wastewater guidelines
have generated understandable con-
cerns among my constituents in West-
chester, Dutchess, and Orange coun-
ties. They seriously undermine the pro-
tections in place for our water re-
sources in the Hudson Valley. We have
a responsibility to fully treat all
wastewater.

We already face enough health and
environmental risks in our local com-
munities that are beyond our control.
It is senseless to initiate a new policy
that knowingly puts the public at
greater health risk. When it comes to
the safety of our water and our local
citizens, it is far more important to do
what is right than to do what is most
convenient.

I want to thank my colleagues, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW), for leading the fight to protect
public health and prevent the EPA
from enacting this policy. I urge sup-
port for the Save Our Waters From
Sewage Act.
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 415

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to have my name
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 415.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
B00zZMAN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.

——————

CONDEMNING THE PRESENCE OF
RACIALLY RESTRICTIVE COV-
ENANTS IN HOUSING DOCU-
MENTS

(Mr. CLEAVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to cospon-
sor H.R. 259. I recently introduced this
resolution to condemn the presence of
racially restrictive covenants in hous-
ing documents.

Mr. Speaker, during the early 20th
century, racially restrictive covenants
were used in housing documents such
as plats, deeds, and homeowner asso-
ciation bylaws to prevent racial, eth-
nic, and religious minorities from rent-
ing or buying property. While they are
now illegal and technically unenforce-
able, most were never removed from
housing documents. In my district
alone, one survey identified more than
1,200 documents that still contain dis-
criminatory language.
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In many jurisdictions, the process of
removing racially restrictive cov-

enants is administratively burdensome,
time consuming and costly. This reso-
lution urges States to adopt legislation
similar to California and commends
the Missouri State Senate for passing a
bill that streamlines the process for re-
moving these relics of the Jim Crow
era.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
cosponsor H.R. 259 and join me in con-
demning racially restrictive covenants.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2361, DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2006

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 287 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 287

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2361) making
appropriations for the Department of the In-
terior, environment, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
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order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. Points of
order against provisions in the bill for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are
waived except as follows: beginning with the
colon on page 46, line 3, through ‘‘account’”
on line 14; section 109; page 67, line 17
through the semicolon on page 67, line 22; be-
ginning with ‘“That”’ on page 68, line 23,
through ‘“‘and” on page 69, line 3; beginning
with “That’ on page 69, line 19, through the
comma on line 22; page 73, line 14 through
line 22; section 413; beginning with ‘“‘notwith-
standing’ on page 121, line 11, through the
comma on line 12; beginning with ‘“‘notwith-
standing” on page 121, line 22, through
“laws’ on line 23; beginning with ‘“‘Notwith-
standing” on page 124, line 6, through line 7;
and page 124, line 15 through 25. Where points
of order are waived against part of a para-
graph or section, points of order against a
provision in another part of such paragraph
or section may be made only against such
provision and not against the entire para-
graph or section. During consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. When
the committee rises and reports the bill back
to the House with a recommendation that
the bill do pass, the previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
for the purpose of debate only, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

This resolution provides for an open
rule on H.R. 2361, the Interior Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2006, and
provides for 1 hour of general debate
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking member of the
Committee on Appropriations.

For the purpose of amendments, this
rule provides for priority recognition
to Members who preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, and the rule also allows for
certain points of order to be raised in
the course of consideration of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bill deals with fili-
busters in the U.S. Senate. Actually,
Mr. Speaker, it does not, but until you
say that magic word the media does
not send its attention to the fact that
the House is actually continuing on
with the input of good government in
our processes, so this bill actually, for
which I am pleased to stand before the
House and support the rule on the un-
derlying legislation, is the Interior Ap-
propriations Act.
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I appreciate the hard work and the
hard choices that the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR), the gentleman
from California (Chairman LEWIS), the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Dicks), and many others have put into
making and putting this essential
funding bill together, which does live
within the budget discipline, and in
fact reflects the priorities of this Con-
gress.

At the same time, it reflects impor-
tant committee priorities within the
budget itself. We realize that this Con-
gress, this Nation, does not have the
money to do everything. But what we
decide to do we should do well.

By prioritizing the needs, this pro-
vides, for example, an increase in six of
the eight EPA programs for the envi-
ronment. It provides for a $118 million
increase for Indian health services, a
$256 million increase over last year’s
funding level for restoration of the Ev-
erglades.

These are simply examples. A few
others. Provides for National Heritage
Area grants and historic preservation,
something that to an old history teach-
er I appreciate. This bill provides im-
portant resources to help manage our
Nation’s public forest resources and
our national parks.

It includes, for example, a $70 million
increase for the national parks base
funding, but at the same time $440 mil-
lion to help reduce the backlog of na-
tional park maintenance. That is how
these bills and these monies should be
prioritized, to help preserve and en-
hance these unique national treasures.

It also provides for a record amount
of funding to the national fire plan,
and gives the Department flexibility in
these accounts to help prevent and
fight the annual onslaught of raging
fires on public lands in the West, which
have plagued many areas, especially
California in recent years.

I am also pleased in particular that
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Chairman TAYLOR) has been diligent
in funding the vital Payment in Lieu of
Tax Program, or PILT, which so many
western and rural counties depend
upon for these vital public services.

Since this is an open rule, any Mem-
ber will be allowed to offer germane
amendments. This is a good rule. I
think it supports a good bill. I strongly
urge their adoption.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
might consume. I thank the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. BIsSHOP) for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to this rule, not because of what it
allows but rather because of what it
does not allow. As my colleague from
the majority noted, this rule permits
Members to offer amendments to the
Interior and Environment Appropria-
tions bill under the House’s 5-minute
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rule if they do not need waivers of the
House rules.

As someone who will be offering an
amendment to that bill later today, I
appreciate that the majority struc-
tured the rule in such a manner. How-
ever, I am greatly concerned that the
rule blocks the ranking Democrat of
the Appropriations Committee, my
friend the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), from offering a critical
amendment which would have added
$5600 million to the bill to fully restore
EPA’s State and Tribal Grant Pro-
gram, and Clean Water State Revolving
Fund to their fiscal 2004 levels.

These two programs allow commu-
nities around the country to repair and
modernize their water systems, and the
underlying legislation greatly under-
funds each account.

For the fiscally conservative in the
House, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) was
revenue neutral, paying for itself by
capping the tax cut for millionaires at
just over $138,000. The amendment of
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) could have benefited literally
millions of Americans by making their
drinking water cleaner. But the Rules
Committee, on a straight party line
vote, prohibited the House from consid-
ering the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. Speaker, we live in trying times
with enormous fiscal constraints,
many of which have been brought upon
ourselves. As the chairman and rank-
ing Democrat of the Interior and Envi-
ronmental Appropriations Sub-
committee will probably note today,
they did the best that they could with
what they were given.

Indeed they did. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Chairman TAYLOR) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS)
for their hard and perhaps most impor-
tantly bipartisan work on this legisla-
tion. I do believe that they did the best
with what the majority gave them.

The underlying legislation includes
funding which is essential to Ever-
glades restoration, in my district and
throughout South Florida. The bill
maintains funding for the National En-
dowment of the Arts at its current
level, and it increases funding for the
National Endowment for the Human-
ities by a little less than $500,000.

The bill also increases funding for op-
erations at our national parks, as well
as a $67 million much-needed increase
in funding for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs.

Despite these increases the under-
lying legislation makes major cuts in
funding to some of our most important
environmental and health programs.
$240 million has been cut from the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund.
$110 million from the State and Tribal
Assistance Grant Account.

Conservation funding is about $750
million below, or less than half of what
was promised when Congress passed the
Conservation and Restoration Act in
2000. Overall, EPA’s budget has been
cut by $300 million.
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This is only the second of 13 appro-
priations measures which this body
will consider over the next few months.
It is also the second appropriations bill
in which we can see the drastic and
dramatic effects of the Bush tax cuts.
Republicans are going to try and asso-
ciate domestic funding cuts with the
cost of the war in Iraq. It seems like a
plausible reason, and certainly one
that the public could believe. But the
truth is that domestic spending cuts
are not occurring to pay for the war,
they are happening to pay for the
President’s tax cuts.

The Republican budget that Congress
approved 2 weeks ago only set aside $50
billion for Iraq and Afghanistan com-
bined. The remaining costs, probably
another $560 billion or more, if this year
is any indication, will be funded by
Congress through so-called emergency
supplemental appropriations. These
emergency costs will be added to the
national debt, because we irresponsibly
did not budget for it though we knew
they were obvious. What has ensued is
not the fault of the Appropriations
Committee, Mr. Speaker, it is the fault
of those who supported the budget res-
olution.

Later today, some Members will seek
to improve the funding shortfalls,
which the chairman and ranking Dem-
ocrat sought to avoid.

For example, the gentleman from Ar-
izona (Mr. GRIJALVA) will offer an
amendment that restores the Presi-
dent’s 33 percent cut for environmental
justice programs to the fiscal year 2005
level.

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) will also offer
an amendment that will increase fund-
ing for the cleanup of brownfields sites
by $2 million.

Additionally, I will offer an amend-
ment that will require EPA to identify
and take the necessary steps to protect
minority and low income communities
from bearing a disproportionate burden
of poor environmental policy which ad-
versely affects their health and well
being.

All communities currently do not
share in the burden of health and envi-
ronmental risks, and my amendment
expresses Congress’ support for EPA
doing what is necessary to protect
these communities.

Mr. Speaker, individuals in our coun-
try on their own are not going to force
power companies to reduce mercury
emissions from smokestacks. Individ-
uals on their own are not going to con-
duct major environmental restoration,
and they certainly do not have the ca-
pacity to clean up our drinking water.
But collectively, collectively, Mr.
Speaker, we can all make this happen.

When utilizing the Clean Air Act,
EPA can force power plants to come
into compliance with new standard re-
views. When enforcing the Clean Drink-
ing Water Act, EPA can require cities
and counties to provide their residents
with safe drinking water.
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With innovation that can only occur
in a consortium of stakeholders, the
Department of the Interior can make
major environmental restoration
projects a reality.

Enforcement is not free and neither
is environmental restoration. Everyone
in America shares in the responsibility
of contributing his or her own fair
share. Is there any Member in this
body who is unwilling to pay just a lit-
tle more to ensure that everyone in
America has clean air to breathe? If
given the chance, who would not be
willing to pool his or her resources
with others in his or her neighborhood
to collectively ensure that everyone,
everyone, has safe drinking water, or
that no child will be forced to grow up
playing in backyards polluted by dan-
gerous levels of mercury and other tox-
ins.

I do not blame or fault the appropri-
ators for the funding cuts in the under-
lying legislation; but I do fault the ma-
jority in this body for creating a situa-
tion in which failure to adequately
fund America’s needs has become im-
minent. The American people will feel
the same way when they wake up to-
morrow and realize that their children
and grandchildren will be paying for
our fiscal mismanagement for genera-
tions to come.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, once again with this
particular rule being open, it allows
any Member who wishes to, to bring an
amendment to the floor. It is the won-
derful prerogative of the Members to
do that. It is also very nice to note
that the Committee on Appropriations
which is tasked with trying to
prioritize needs and fund those that are
truly significant in that prioritization,
and in this particular situation, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Chair-
man TAYLOR) and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. DICKS) in a very colle-
gial way have done just that, and have
presented a good and balanced bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) with whom I serve on the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the rule and in strong opposi-
tion to what I consider a very bad bill.
This Department of the Interior appro-
priations bill as written is a direct as-
sault against our Nation’s environ-
ment, and it should be defeated.

I am particularly outraged that the
bill completely zeros out the stateside
grant program of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, a program that has
been an enormous help to our local
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communities and the families who live
in them.

The stateside Land and Water Con-
servation Fund has helped to preserve
open space, slow urban sprawl, and give
our children safe places to play. It is a
true partnership with Federal grants
requiring a full match from States and
local communities. It is a program that
has worked, and it has worked well.
But this Republican bill completely
eliminates the program. It zeros it out,
walks away from our local commu-
nities.

The Land and Water Conservation
Fund, LWCF, is based upon a simple
concept: it takes revenues from off-
shore o0il and gas drilling and invests
them in our Nation’s public land, let-
ting States take the lead. For 40 years
this program has a proven track record
and benefited from strong bipartisan
support.

When Congress decided to open the
outercontinental shelf to oil drilling,
we pledged to use some of its revenues
for the public good. With the goal of
meeting the Nation’s growing need for
recreation sites, Congress established
the LWCF trust fund and agreed to re-
invest an annual portion of OCS rev-
enue into Federal land acquisition and
State-assistance development pro-
grams.

Now even though LWCF takes in $900
million annually from oil and gas re-
ceipts, in recent years just a fraction of
this funding has been used for its right-
ful purpose. And today, the Republican
leadership has taken their pillaging a
step further by completely eliminating
the stateside program and using the
money for something else.

This bill breaks our promise to the
American people by not spending this
funding the way we are supposed to. In
all, the stateside program has helped
communities by funding 40,000 projects
nationally, success stories that can be
found in every State and in 98 percent
of U.S. counties.

I urge my colleagues to ask their
Governors and their mayors and coun-
ty commissioners if they want the
stateside program to be eliminated. If
the answer is no, vote against this bill.

This cut is particularly harmful to
our Nation’s underserved areas. In fact,
in many low-income urban commu-
nities, the stateside grant program is
responsible for virtually all parks.

This is about priorities, Mr. Speaker.
This bill demonstrates that for the Re-
publican leadership, tax breaks for the
wealthy few are more precious than
open space. For this leadership, mil-
lionaires are more important than kids
who need a safe place to play. And for
this leadership, lobbyists win and fami-
lies lose.

We will hear the rhetoric from the
other side claiming they did the best
they could with what they had. They
will complain that the allocation given
to the subcommittee just was not big
enough. They should save their croco-
dile tears because those same Members
voted for the budget that created those
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allocations. They created this mess,
and now the families of this country
are paying the price. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this rule and
reject this bad bill.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I appreciate the comments from the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), and I commend the gen-
tleman for the one statement he asked
us all to do which is to go to our State
and local leaders and find out what
their priorities happen to be.

I would like to do something unique
so far in today’s debate and talk about
something that is actually in the bill,
and something about which we will be
debating later, and preface it with the
comment of why, when we try to
prioritize, should we spend new tax-
payer money for new recreation areas
and programs when some of the exist-
ing programs, long-time recognized,
long time in the bill, are not totally
and fully funded.

If T could, Mr. Speaker, I come from
a western State that has a great deal of
Federal land. In fact, 67 percent of my
State is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. If we add military lands on top
of that, it is almost 80 percent owned
by the Federal Government. And, un-
fortunately, my State is not the worst
situation. There are States that have
more of their land owned by the Fed-
eral Government.

Oftentimes I have Members come to
the floor and say these lands belong to
all of us, but the cost of maintaining
those lands is not borne by all of us; it
is borne by the citizens who happen to
reside within those particular States.

Now I am an old teacher, and as I
look at the situation of education, I
find a unique phenomenon that the
area of this country in which education
funding is growing the slowest, the
area of this country where the class-
rooms are the largest, the area of this
country where the student population
is increasing the fastest, and the area
of this country where State and local
commitment in tax base is being paid
by their citizens all happen to be found
in the 13 States of the West. And the
common denominator for all is the
amount of public lands that happen to
be in these particular States.

Those Members east of the Rocky
Mountains sometimes do not com-
prehend the concept because there is
very little of your land owned by the
Federal Government, and you can
maximize the amount of input, but you
cannot do it in the West.

One of my counties has an area
known as the Black Box, something
that no one in Utah would ever try to
raft down. One of our good constituent
friends from another State decided to
come and raft in the area of the Black
Box; and, unfortunately, he lost his life
doing it.

The problem is my County of Emery
had to expend its resources and have
their rescue team risk their lives to re-
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trieve the body. All of the money that
was budgeted for that year’s critical
rescue missions was expended on that
one individual entering from the east
using all of these public lands. All of
the cost of that was borne by the citi-
zens of that particular county, which
means once again these lands belong to
all of us, but the expense attached to
these lands do not belong to all of us.

There is a program that we have long
had called ‘‘payment in lieu of taxes,”
which recognizes the burden placed
upon the West and the burden that
should be funded. From the mid-1970s
until the early 1990s, virtually no new
money was placed in this program. It
was flat funding for almost that whole
period of time. This Congress put $1.4
million of new money into the bur-
geoning problem of trying to pay for
the Federal lands in the West. Under
the direction of the gentleman from
North Carolina (Chairman TAYLOR) and
others on the subcommittee, that has
increased significantly, almost dou-
bling. They have recognized the need,
but they have never fully funded the

cost imposed on western States
through payment in lieu of tax fund-
ing.

This last year, this program, tradi-
tionally run through the Bureau of
Land Management, was taken over by
the Department of the Interior with
the idea of prioritizing it. They did not.
Instead of prioritizing this program,
they recommended a cut in this pro-
gram and increased funding to the ad-
ministrative overhead of the Depart-
ment of the Interior.

I commend the gentleman from
North Carolina (Chairman TAYLOR) for
recognizing the unfairness of this and
by increasing the payment in lieu of
taxes to last year’s level plus $3 mil-
lion, but it is still not close to full
funding.

I am confident and hopeful that we
will discuss that particular issue be-
cause it is a well-established program.
It is not new, and we should be funding
those well-established programs fully
before we launch into new endeavors.

I commend the gentleman from
North Carolina (Chairman TAYLOR) for
zeroing out the land acquisition budget
except for necessary administration
costs because it comes up with the
same policy: we do not start buying
new land until we fully fund those
lands that we already own.

We have an opportunity of expanding
this in conference. This is one of the
issues in this free-flowing open rule
that we will be discussing later on.
This is an issue where I commend the
chairman for doing what he has done in
this bill and urge him to continue on,
because the citizens of the West, the
kids in the West, the education system
of the West have been harmed too long
by policies that all of us in Congress
for over 30 years have been imple-
menting. It is an unfairness that must
be dealt with.

I commend the gentleman from
North Carolina (Chairman TAYLOR) and
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the committee for moving the first
step forward. But I hope that we can
look at other amendments as this de-
bate goes forward that would look at
funding the programs we already have
that have been there for many years
that desperately need to be fully fund-
ed before we launch into others, and
that is specifically what an appropria-
tions process should do. It should
prioritize our needs. Once again, we
can go back to the concept that we
cannot fund everything, but what we
fund, we should fund well.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am a bit confuzzled by
the continuing argument of my col-
league and friend on the Committee on
Rules that his State is impacted by vir-
tue of education formulas. I do not dis-
agree with what the gentleman says,
but I find it interesting that the State
of Utah, while the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. BISHOP) is arguing that they
are not getting enough money for edu-
cation, the State of Utah legislature
passed measures saying they do not
want any Federal money for education.
They need to make up their mind so we
know what all they are doing out
there.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
ranking member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I will be voting against
the previous question on the rule, and
after the bill is considered, unless it is
substantially changed, I will be intend-
ing to vote against the bill itself for a
variety of reasons.

My main reason is this bill rep-
resents gross negligence of our respon-
sibility to clean up the Nation’s air and
water pollution. This bill provides huge
cuts, 40 percent cuts over a 2-year pe-
riod in the clean water revolving fund.
If there is any Member of this Chamber
who has a district that does not have a
community that needs more loans to
fix their sewer and water problems,
would you please raise your hand. I
would like to see one Member who
thinks that they have enough money.

I note no Member of the House
present has raised his hand.
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Mr. Speaker, I would say there is a
great deal of hypocrisy surrounding the
budget process. Every time that those
of us on this side of the aisle point to
the shortcomings in the budget that
the Republican majority has just
passed, we hear, ‘“Well, we can’t do
anything about these shortages in the
appropriation bills because, after all,
we have limited resources.”

The gentleman who just spoke, the
gentleman from Utah, said the appro-
priations process, quote, ‘‘should
prioritize our needs.” I fully agree.
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That is what I wanted to be able to try
to do by offering an amendment which
this rule would preclude me from offer-
ing. Because what I wanted to do is to
change the judgment, change the pri-
ority judgment that the majority party
made when they decided it was more
important to give a $140,000 tax cut to
someone who makes a million bucks
this year, they decided that was more
important, that was a higher priority,
than cleaning up our air or cleaning up
our water. I do not think that rep-
resents the priority choice that the
American people would make but it is
the priority choice that the majority
party has made.

The only way that we can change
that priority judgment is by offering
the amendment that I wanted to offer,
which would have scaled back the size
of those tax cuts for anybody making a
million dollars a year or more. It would
have scaled back those average tax
cuts from $140,000 to $138,000. Imagine
those poor souls having to get by with
a tax cut of only $138,000. I remind you,
those are people who make more than
a million dollars.

I do not begrudge, I do not denigrate
in any way people who have managed
to strike it rich and who are managing
to make a million dollars a year. I hope
everybody in this country at some
point in their lives can do that. But I
do believe that people who are the
most blessed in our society ought to
pay their fair share and the budget res-
olution which was imposed on this
committee by this House does not
allow us to reach that kind of fair dis-
tribution of tax burden.

So if we object to that what I regard
to be not just ill-advised but immoral
allocation of resources, the only device
that we have to try to change that is to
try to make our point on each of these
appropriation bills trying to get the
majority party to understand that just
as they reconsidered their unilateral
actions on Ethics Committee changes a
couple of weeks ago, we would also like
them to reconsider their poor judgment
on the budget resolution.

Because the Rules Committee would
not allow that amendment, I am going
to vote against the previous question,
and I am going to vote against the bill
because the bill is grossly negligent in
dealing with the air and water pollu-
tion problems facing this country. I am
also not at all thrilled by the fact that
for the first time in all the years I have
been in Congress there will not be a
single dollar provided for land acquisi-
tion programs. The gentleman may not
want it in his State, but there are key
tracts of land that we want the govern-
ment to acquire in my State, there are
key tracts of land we want the govern-
ment to acquire, for instance, at
George Washington’s birthplace before
real estate developers destroy that
beauty for all time.

I am an old real estate broker, so I
have nothing against real estate devel-
opers but I do not think they ought to
be able to get their gloms on the most
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pristine land in this country and turn
it into a shopping mall when we have
our population increase by one-third
since I came to this body and when we
have an increased need for resources
that the average family can enjoy.

But most of all the biggest problem
with this bill is that it walks away
from our obligation to help State and
local governments clean up some of the
dirtiest rivers and dirtiest lakes in the
country. It walks away from our re-
sponsibility to prevent communities
like Milwaukee from dumping their
surplus sewage into Lake Michigan
every time there is a storm. That is an
outrageous neglect of our stewardship
responsibilities. I think this bill makes
it even easier to ignore those respon-
sibilities, and I think that is a dis-
graceful act.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

I will be asking Members to oppose
the previous question. If the previous
question is defeated, I will amend the
rule so we can consider the amendment
of the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) that was rejected in the Rules
Committee last night on a straight
party-line vote.

Mr. Speaker, the Obey amendment
would add $500 million to the bill to re-
store funding for the EPA Clean Water
State Revolving Fund Program to its
fiscal year 2004 levels. This program al-
lows communities around the country
to repair and modernize their water
systems. I find it incomprehensible
that we do not understand the dynam-
ics of that or that most if not all of us
in this body do not have communities
that would benefit from modernizing
our water systems. The Obey amend-
ment offsets these expenditures by cap-
ping at just over $138,000 the tax cut for
people making over $1 million this
year. The Obey amendment pays for
itself and adds nothing to the Federal
debt while maintaining funding levels
in every other program in the bill.

This amendment will correct one of
the most serious shortfalls in this bill.
It is absolutely critical that this fund-
ing be restored. We can fix this today if
we allow the Obey amendment to be
considered on the floor. But the only
way that will happen is if we defeat the
previous question.

I want to assure my colleagues that a
“no”’ vote will not prevent us from con-
sidering the Interior Appropriations
bill, but a “no” vote will allow Mem-
bers to vote on the Obey amendment.
However, a ‘‘yes” vote will block con-
sideration of the Obey amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment immediately prior to the vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
B00ZMAN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I urge my
colleagues in the House to vote ‘‘no”
on the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time.

I appreciate the opportunity coming
here and discussing this particular
open rule that allows for us to discuss
the prioritization which is the key ele-
ment of what we do in every appropria-
tions issue. The gentleman from Wis-
consin is free to come here on the floor
and talk about whether he believes the
prioritization of this committee is ac-
curate or not, whether he believes the
Democrat approach would be a tax in-
crease or not. But the same discussion
also takes place in another area and it
takes place in the committee process
before it ever comes to this bill. I am
here to still contend that the com-
mittee, both Republican and Democrat,
did a good job in coming up with a
prioritization process.

When the gentleman from Wisconsin
talks about the desire for having new
land, I do not dispute that nor do I op-
pose it necessarily. What we are saying
is it is part of the prioritization. I
would support acquisition of new land
once we finally fully fund and take
care of the lands we have. This com-
mittee has looked into that. This com-
mittee put significant new money not
just into national parks but to main-
tain the backlog that we have of main-
tenance in our national parks. That is
prioritization.

This committee recognized by put-
ting PILT up to at least the level it
was last year that there 1is a
prioritization that takes place there at
the same time. I was saying with PILT,
and I will say it again, that what we
have to do is fully fund it because it
has been looked at for too long, espe-
cially when the minority party was in
charge here and there were basically no
increases in PILT funding, it has been
looked at for too long as welfare for
the West. It is not. It is rent that is due
on that land and if you prioritize the
budget, you prioritize those programs
first before you expand anything else. I
have to commend this committee for
actually doing that.

I think there are some areas in which
I think they could go ahead and move
forward in those particular areas but
once again prioritizing those commit-
ments we have already made and fully
funding those first. That is what this
committee has tried to do. Whether
you like or dislike their end product,
they should be congratulated for com-
ing that close.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I have to re-
iterate the fairness of this open rule
and urge its adoption because of that
along with the underlying appropria-
tion legislation. No bill is perfect. I am
sure we can all come up with issues
here and there in the appropriations
bill or, for that matter, in any other
bill we have where we would like to
have it come out differently had we
had our way, but in judging this bill as
a whole and the process that has been
through it to get to the point, I believe
it is worthy for Members to support
this particular piece of legislation.
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And then I do want to talk to my
good friend from Florida about what
we really did with education in Utah.
He is summarizing the New York
Times, not reality. But other than
that, we will forget that point right
now. I will talk later to him about
that.

Again, 1 urge Members to support
this rule.

The text of the amendment pre-
viously referred to by Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida is as follows:

PREVIOUS QUESTION ON H. RES. 287—RULE FOR
H.R 2361 F'Y06 INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, the amendment print-
ed in section 3 shall be in order without
intervention of any point of order and before
any other amendment if ofered by Represent-
ative OBEY of Wisconsin or a designee. The
amendment is not subject to amendment ex-
cept for pro forma amendments or to a de-
mand for a division of the question in the
committee of the whole or in the House.

SEC. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2361, AS REPORTED
OFFERED BY MR. OBEY OF WISCONSIN

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . (a) The amount otherwise pro-
vided in this Act for ‘‘Environmental Protec-
tion Agency—State and Tribal Assistance
Grants” (and the amount specified under
such heading for making capitalization
grants for the Clean Water State Revolving
Funds under title VI of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act) is hereby increased
by $500,000,000.

(b) In the case of taxpayers with adjusted
gross income in excess of $1,000,000 for cal-
endar year 2006, the amount of tax reduction
resulting from enactment of the Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2001 (Pub. L. 107-16) and the Jobs and Growth
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003 (Pub.
L. 108-27) shall be reduced by 1.562 percent.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the ordering the pre-
vious question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of
the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 215, nays
194, not voting 24, as follows:

Evi-

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bass
Beauprez
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Bradley (NH)
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Chocola
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cox
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (KY)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)

[Roll No. 190]

YEAS—215

Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy
Musgrave
Myrick

NAYS—194

Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Case
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
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Neugebauer
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Osborne
Otter

Oxley

Paul

Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Pombo
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schwarz (MI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Sodrel
Souder
Stearns
Sweeney
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walden (OR)
Walsh
Wamp
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
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Filner McCarthy Sabo
Ford McCollum (MN) Salazar
Frank (MA) McDermott Sanchez, Linda
Gonzalez McGovern T.
Gordon Mclntyre Sanchez, Loretta
Green, Al McKinney Sanders
Green, Gene McNulty Schakowsky
Gutierrez Mook (FL) Senitt
Hastings (FL)  Meeks (NY) gchxaréi(m)
Herseth Melancon cott (GA)

o Scott (VA)
Higgins Menendez
Hinchey Michaud Serrano
Hinojosa Miller (NC) Sherman
Holden Miller, George Skelton
Holt Mollohan Slaughter
Honda Moore (KS) Smith (WA)
Hooley Moore (WI) Snyder
Hoyer Moran (VA) Solis
Inslee Murtha Spratt
Israel Nadler Stark
Jackson (IL) Napolitano Stupak
Jefferson Neal (MA) Tanner
Johnson, E. B. Oberstar Tauscher
Jones (OH) Obey Taylor (MS)
Kanjorski Olver Thompson (CA)
Kaptur Ortiz Thompson (MS)
Kgnnedy (RI) Owens Tierney
Kildee Pallone Towns
Kilpatrick (MI) Pascrell Udall (NM)
Kind Pastor Van Hollen
Kucinich Payne Velazquez
Langevin Pelosi -
Lantos Peterson (MN) Visclosky
Larsen (WA) Pomeroy Wasserman
Lee Price (NC) Schultz
Levin Rahall Waters
Lipinski Rangel Watson
Lofgren, Zoe Reyes Watt
Lowey Ross Waxman
Lynch Rothman Weiner
Maloney Roybal-Allard Wexler
Markey Ruppersberger Woolsey
Marshall Rush Wu
Matheson Ryan (OH) Wynn

NOT VOTING—24

Boustany Larson (CT) Simpson
Burgess Lewis (GA) Strickland
Cantor Lucas Sullivan
Fattah Matsui Tancredo
Gingrey Millender- Tiahrt
Harman McDonald Udall (CO)
Jackson-Lee Ney Weldon (FL)

(TX) Ryan (WI)
Keller Shays Weldon (PA)

O 1209
Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. MUSGRAVE,

and Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
‘yea.”’

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, on May 19, 2005, |
was unable to be present for rolicall vote No.
190, on ordering the Previous Question to pro-
vide for consideration of H.R. 2361, making
appropriations for the Department of the Inte-
rior, environment, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 39, 2006 and for
other purposes. Had | been present | would
have voted “yea” on rollcall vote No. 190.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 190 | was inadvertently detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, on
rolicall No. 190 | was traveling with the Presi-
dent in Wisconsin. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
B00zMAN). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 1851, NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2006

(Mr. COLE of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
the Committee on Rules may meet the
week of May 23rd to grant a rule which
could limit the amendment process for
floor consideration of H.R. 1815, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2006. The Committee on
Armed Services ordered the bill re-
ported late last night and is expected
to file its report in the House tomor-
row, May 20.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies of
the amendment and one copy with a
brief explanation of the amendment to
the Committee on Rules in room H-312
of the Capitol by 10 a.m. on Tuesday,
May 24.

Members should draft their amend-
ments to the text of the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on Armed
Services which should be available to-
morrow for their review on the Web
site of both the Committee on Armed
Services and the Committee on Rules.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are drafted in the
most appropriate format. Members are
also advised to check with the Office of
the Parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the Rules of
the House.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 2361.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

———————

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2006

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 287 and rule
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2361.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) as chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole,
and requests the gentlewoman from
West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO assume the
chair temporarily).

O 1213
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2361)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior, environment, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other
purposes, with Mrs. CAPITO (Acting
Chairman) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
the rule, the bill is considered as hav-
ing been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR) and the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
DICKS) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Madam Chairman, today we present
for consideration by the House the In-
terior, Environment and Related Agen-
cies fiscal year 2006 Appropriations bill
as approved by the House Committee
on Appropriations.

The bill provides a total of $26.2 bil-
lion in funding for programs for the De-
partment of the Interior, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Forest
Service, Indian Health Service, the
Smithsonian Institution, and several
other environmental and cultural agen-
cies and commissions.
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The bill is $823 million below the fis-
cal year 2005 level, and $435 million
above the administration budget re-
quest.

This is a balanced, bipartisan bill. It
provides significant increases for our
national parks, Indian schools, hos-
pitals and clinics, wildfire programs;
forest health is a high priority, and the
Healthy Forest Initiative is fully fund-
ed.
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The Payments in Lieu of Taxes pro-
gram has a healthy increase of $30 mil-
lion above the budget request, and
more than $3 million above the 2005
level. Despite our very tight allocation,
the Committee believes it is important
to provide this increased funding for
PILT.

There is an increase of $64 million for
operations of our National Park Sys-
tem, including a $30 million increase
specifically designed for individual
units of the National Park Service.
This targeted park base increase will
benefit all of our parks.

The bill also restores critical funding
for science programs, historic preserva-
tion programs, National Forest Sys-
tems programs, and Save America’s
Treasures grants. Finally, we have re-
stored critical environmental edu-
cation, research and rural water pro-
grams in the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, and provided some lim-
ited increases for initiatives proposed
in the budget request, including Super-
fund, homeland security, school bus
retrofits, the Clean Diesel Program,
Methane to Markets Initiative, and the
Brownfields Program.

The budget request for EPA, while
substantially below last year’s level
and proposed increases in that budget
request, were funded by elimination of
many critical mission essential pro-
grams.

We heard from nearly every Member
of the House asking that we provide
funding for EPA programs that were
eliminated or reduced in the budget.
The program restoration and increases
for the various programs and agencies
in this bill are offset by the decreases
in land acquisition, construction, and
State grant programs, and by lowering
the amount provided for the increases
proposed in the budget request.

This is a balanced bill. It is within
the 302(b) allocation for budget author-
ity and outlays. It provides the needed
funding to keep the agencies in the bill
operating at a reasonable level.

It does not provide a lot of funding
for new initiatives. The choices made
by the Committee were tough and fair
and responsible. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support the bill.

At this point, I would like to ask

that a table detailing the accounts in
the bill be inserted in the RECORD.
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TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
Management of lands and resources.....................

Wildland fire management:
PreparednessS. ... . v i e
Fire suppression operations................
Additional appropriations (Title IV)... .
Other operations........ .o inrnininess

Subtotal.. ... .. i e

Central hazardous materials fund......................
Rescission of balances
Construction......
Land acquisition
Oregon and California grant lands .
Range improvements (indefinite)................... .. ..
Service charges, deposits, & forfeitures (indefinite).
Offsetting fee collections.................covuun
Miscellaneous trust funds (indefinite)................

Total, Bureau of Land Management................
United States Fish and Wildlife Service

Resource management. .. .............iiiiiininiiininans
Construction.......... ... il
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)..,.
Land acquisition............. i innt,
Landowner incentive program.... ..
Private stewardship grants................. ... ... ...
Cooperative endangered species conservation fund......
National wildlife refuge fund....................
North American wetlands conservation fund......
Neotropical migratory birds conservation fund.. ..
Multinational species conservation fund...............
State wildlife grants......... ... ...cviiiiiiianian,

Total, United States Fish and Wildlife Service..
National Park Service

Operation of the national park system.................
United States Park Police..............
National recreation and preservation.
Historic preservation fund...........
Construction.........ooiiivii s
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324}...........
Land and water conservation fund (rescission of
contract authority).. ... ... ... i,
Land acquisition and state assistance.................

Total, National Park Service (net)..............
United States Geological Survey

Surveys, investigations, and research.................
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)...........

Minerals Management Service
Royalty and offshore minerals management

Use of receipts ..
031 spill research...... ...t iiiniiiieiiinn...

Total, Minerals Management Service..............

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request BiN Enacted Request
836,826 850,177 845,783 +8,957 -4,394
258,939 286,701 272,852 +13,913 -13,849
218,445 234,167 234,167 +15,722 --
98,611 “- .- -98,611 .-
255,300 235,696 254,545 -755 +18,849
831,295 756,564 761,564 -69,7314 +5,000
9,855 --- --- -9,855 ---
-13,500 - --- +13,500 .-
11,340 6,476 11,476 +136 +5,000
11,192 13,350 3,817 -7.375 -9,533
107,497 110,070 110,070 +2,573 ---
16,000 10,000 10,000 --- .-
20,055 32.940 32,940 +12,885 .-
-20,055 -32,940 -32,940 -12,885 .-
12,405 12,405 12,405 --- ---
1,816,910 1,759,042 1,755,115 -61,795 -3,927
962,940 985,563 1,005,225 +42,285 +19,662
52,658 19,676 41,206 -11,452 +21,530
40,552 --- --- -40,552 ---
37,005 40,992 14,937 -22,068 -26,055
21,694 40,000 23,700 +2,006 -16,300
6,903 10,000 7,386 +483 -2,614
80,462 80,000 84,400 +3,938 +4,400
14,214 14,414 14,414 +200 “ve
37,472 49,949 40,000 +2,528 -9,948
3,944 ... 4,000 +56 +4,000
5,719 8,300 5,900 +181 -2,400
69,028 74,000 65,000 -4,028 -9,000
1,332,591 1,322,894 1,306,168 -26,423 -16,726
1,683,564 1,734,053 1,754,198 +70,635 +20,146
80,076 80,411 82,411 +2,335 +2,000
60,973 36,777 48,997 -11,976 +12,220
71,739 66,205 72,705 +966 +6,500
302,180 307,362 291,230 -10,950 -16,132
50,802 .- .- -50,802 .-
-30,000 -30,000 -30,000 .- .
146,349 54,467 9,421 136,928 -45,046
2,365,683 2,249,275 2,228,963 136,720 -20.312
935,464 933,515 974,586 +39,122 +41,071
1,000 --- .- -1,000 .-
270,550 283,146 275,406 +4,856 -7,740
-103,730 -122,730 -122,730 -19,000 .-
7,008 7.006 7,006 --- ---
173,826 167,422 159,682 -14,144 -7.740
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FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Raquest
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement
Regulation and technology.........cv i 108,269 110,435 110,435 +2,166 —--
Receipts from performance bond forfeitures
{indefinite). ... ... i e 98 100 100 +1 .-
Subtotal. .. .. e e 108,368 110,535 110,535 +2,187 ---
Abandoned mine reclamation fund (definite, trust fund) 188,205 188.014 188,014 -191 .-
Legislative proposal.......... .. ... ... i, .- 58,000 e --- -58,000
Subtotal. . ... e 188,205 246,014 188,014 -181 -58,000
Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement. ... .. it i e 296,573 356,549 298,549 +1,976 -58,000
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Operation of Indian programs............v.vvenivinn.ns 1,926,091 1,924,230 1,992,737 +66,646 +88,507
ConStrUCt IO, i e 319,128 232,137 284,137 -34,992 +52,000
Indian land and water claim setilements and
miscellaneous payments to Indians................... 44,150 24,754 34,754 -8,396 +10,000
Indian guaranteed Toan program account................ 6,332 6,348 6,348 +16 -
Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs................. 2,295,702 2,187,489 2,317,976 +22,274 +130,507
Departmental Offices
Insular Affairs:
Assistance to Territories......... ..o vviinnen.n. 47,861 46,543 48,843 +982 +2,300
Nerthern Marianas..........covvviineniannnnyns 27,720 27,720 27,720 .- .-
Subtotal........ ool 75,581 74,263 76,563 +382 +2,300
Compact of Free Association....................... 3,450 2,862 3,362 -88 +500
Handatory payments.............oiiniininnenn, 2,000 2,000 2,000 .- .-
Subtotal.. . . i e e 5,450 4,862 5,362 -88 +500
Total, Insular Affairs.............cciivivnon, 81,031 79,125 81,925 +894 +2,800
Departmental management. .. ... ... ...t iniia 95,821 120,155 118,755 +22,934 ~-1,400
Subtotal, Departmental management............... 95,821 120,155 118,755 +22,934 -1,400
Payments in Tieu of taxes............cciiivnvenianen, 226,805 200,000 230,000 +3,195 +30,000
Central hazardous materials fund...................... “. 9,855 9,855 +3,855 —e
Office of the Solicitor..............c.oooviiiiiiunn, 51,656 55,752 55,340 +3,684 -412
Office of Inspector General........................... 37,275 40,999 39,566 +2,291 -1.,433
Office of Special Trustee for American Indians
Federal trust programs. ... ..t ieir i icrinnennns 183,540 269,397 181,593 -1,847 -77,804
Indian land consolidation........ ... ievrivninennnnn. 34,514 34,514 34,514 - -
Total, 0ffice of Special Trustee for American
Indians. .. ... o e e 228,054 303,911 226,107 -1,947 -77,804
Natural resource damage assessment fund.............., 5,737 6,108 6,108 +369 .-
Total, Departmental Offices..................... 726,379 815,903 767,654 +41,275 -48,248
Total, title I, Department of the Interior: o
New budget (obligational) authority (net)... 9,944,128 8,792,069 9,808,693 -135,435 +16,824
Apprepriations............. . ioiin, (9,881,774) (9,822,069) {9,838,693) (-43,081) (+16,624)
Emergency appropriations................ {92,354) - PR (-92,354) ——

Rescission.............oiiiia, (-30,000) (-30,000) (-30,000) .- ---
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TITLE II - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Science and technology....... ... ... .. i
(By transfer from Hazardous substance superfund}..
Environmental programs and management.................
Pesticide fees (legislative proposal).............
0ffice of Inspector General............coviiivninannn
(By transfer from Hazardous substance superfund)..
Buildings and facilities..... ... . . i
Emergency appropriations (P.L.108-324)............
Hazardous substance superfund............ ... ... ...,
Transfer to Office of Inspector General...........
Transfer to Science and Technology................
Leaking underground storage tank program..............
Gi1 spill response. ... ... ittt ia e
Pesticide registration fund. ... ... ... ... . o i
Pesticide registration fees............... ... ... ...

State and tribal assistance grants....................
Categorical grants............ ... .. it
Rescissions (varigcus EPA accounts)................

Subtotal, State and tribal assistance grants....

Total, titie II, Environmental Protection
Agency:

New budget {obligational) authority.........
Appropriations........ ..o iiiiciiiaiain
Emergency appropriations................
Rescissions.........oooiiiuiniinnennns,

(Transfer out) ... ... .. .. i,

{(By transfer)...... ... i it

TITLE IXI - RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Forest and rangeland research......... ... .coviinn,
State and private forestry..........ocviiviinniiniunns
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)...........
National forest system......... ... .. iiivaninennnn,
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)...........

Wildland fire management:
Preparedness...................
Fire suppression operations

Additional appropriations (Title IV)..........
Other operations...... ... . i ininaiens
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)...........
Funded in Defense Bill (P.L. 108-287) (sec. 8098).

Subtotal... ... . e

Capital improvement and maintenance...................
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 108-324)...........
Funded in Defense Bi11 (P.L. 108-287) (sec. 8098).

Land acquisition.... ... ... ... . . i,

Acquisition of lands for national forests, special

= Lo
Acquisition of lands to complete land exchanges

{(indefinite) ... ... ... i e
Range betterment fund (indefinite)....................
Gifts, donations and bequests for forest and rangeland

TeSBArCh. L i e,

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bi11 vs. Bi1l vs.
Enacted Regquest Bi1l Enacted Request
744,061 760,640 765,340 +21,279 +4,700
{35,808) {30.,605) {30,606) (-5,202) (+1)
2,294,902 2,353,764 2,389,491 +94,589 +35,727
--- (50,000) .- --- {-50,000)
37,696 36,955 37,955 +259 +1,000
{12,896) (13,536) (13.536) (+640) LR
38,688 40,218 40,218 +1,530 .-
3,000 —a - -3,000 .-
1,247,477 1,279,333 1,258,333 +10,856 -21,000
(-12.,8986) (-13,536) (-13,536) {-640) EER
(-35,808) (-30,605) (-30,6086) (+5,202) {-1)
69,440 73,027 73,027 +3,587 -
15,872 15,863 15,863 -9 .-
19,245 12,000 15,000 -4,245 +3,000
-18,245 -12,000 -15,000 +4,245 -3,000
2,438,758 1,779,500 2,074,500 -364,258 +295,000
1,136,591 1,181,300 1,153,300 +16,709 -28,000
.o .o -100,000 -100,000 -100,000
3,575,349 2,960,800 3,127,800 -447,549 +167,000
8,026,485 7,520,600 7.708,027 -318,458 +187,427
(8,023,485) (7.520,600) {7.808,027) (-215,458) (+287,427)
(3,000) .- - (-3,000) .-
.- _e- (-100,000) (-100,000) {-100,000)
(-48,704) (-44,141) (-44,142) (+4,562) -1
(48,704) {44,141) {44,142 (-4,562) {(+1)
276,384 285,400 285,000 +8,616 -400
292,506 253,387 254,875 -37.631 +1,488
49,100 --- --- -49,100 ---
1,380,806 1,651,357 1,423,920 +43,114 -227,437
12,153 "e .- -12,1583 ---
676,470 676,014 691,014 +14,544 +15,000
648,859 700,492 700,492 +51,633 .-
394,443 PR .- -394 443 -
377,687 67,761 399,000 +21,313 +331,239
1,028 .- --- -1,028 -
(30,000) .- --- (-30,000) LR
2,008,487 1,444,267 1,790,506 -307,981 +346,239
514,701 380,792 468,260 -46,441 +87,468
50,815 - - -50,815 -
(10,000) - —— (-10,000) .e-
61,007 40,000 15,000 -46,007 -25,000
1,054 1,069 1,069 +15 ---
231 234 234 +3 ———
3,021 2,963 2,963 -58 ---
64 54 64 - R
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Total, Forest Service

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Indian Health Service

Indian health services:
Non-contract services
Contract care..........

Catastrophic health emergency fund................

Total, Indian health services...................

Indian health facilities

Total, Indian Health Service....................

National Institute of Health

National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences...

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Toxic substances and environmental public health......

Total, Department of Health and Human Services..

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES

Executive Office of the President

Council on Environmental Quality and Office of

Environmental Quality

Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board

Salaries and expenses

Emergency fund.............

Total, Chemical Safety and Hazard...............

Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation

Salaries and expenses

Institute of American Indian and Alaska
Native Culture and Arts Development

Payment to the Institute

Smithsonian Institution

Satlaries and expenses

Facilities capital.........

Total, Smithsonian Institution..................

National Gallery of Art

Salaries and expenses

Repair, restoration and renovation of buildings.......

Total, National Gallery of Art..................

FY 2005 FY 2008 Bill vs, Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
5,879 5,467 5,487 -412 —--
4,746,208 4,065,000 4,247,358 -498,850 +182,358
2,098,424 2,207,217 2,207,277 +108,853 .-
480,318 507,021 507,021 +26,703 aun
17,750 18,000 18,000 +250 -
2,596,492 2,732,298 2,732,298 +135,808 _--
388.574 315,668 370,774 -17,800 +55,106
2,985,066 3,047,966 3,103,072 +118,006 +55,106
79,842 80,289 80,289 +447 ---
76,041 76,024 76,024 -17 .
3,140,949 3,204,279 3,259,385 +118,436 +55,106
3,258 2,717 2,717 -541 ---
9,027 9,200 +173 .-

397 P -397 .--

9,424 9,200 -224 -
4,930 8,601 8,601 +3,6714 ---
5,016 6,300 6,300 +384 .-
489,035 524,135 524,381 +35,346 +246
126,123 90,900 90,900 -35,223 ---
615,158 615,035 615,281 +123 +246
91,708 97,100 97,100 +5,392 .-
10,946 16,200 16,200 +5,254 ---
102,654 113,300 113,300 +10,646 -
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FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bi11 vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts
Operations and maintenance.. . ........ . .cviiuviniannns 16,914 17,800 17,800 +886 .-
CONSErUCTION . . vttt i i e s 16,107 15,200 10,000 -6,107 -5,200
Total, John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing
. o 33,021 33,000 27,800 -5,221 -5,200
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars
Salaries and eXPeNSeS. .. ... .v ittt 8,863 9,201 9,085 +222 -116
National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
National Endowment for the Arts
Grants and administration t/............. ... coiinihan, 121,264 121,264 121,264 - -
National Endowment for the Humanities
Grants and administration........... ... .. ... ool 122,156 122,605 122,605 +449 ---
Matching grants. ... . v v i i cna s 15,898 15,449 15,449 -449 -
Total, National Endowment for the Humanities.... 138,054 138,054 138,054 .- EER]
Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities....... ..o i, 259,318 258,318 259,318 --- ---
Commission of Fine Arts
Salaries and EXPeNSeS. ... et ie i e 1,768 1,893 1,893 +125 ---
National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs
L2 =T 6,902 7,000 7,000 +98 .-
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Salaries and eXPensSeS. ... ..uvu v v vn i 4,536 4,988 4,860 +324 -128
National Capital Planning Commission
Salaries and eXpPensSesS. . .....ciuruerr i 7.888 8,344 8,177 +288 -167
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum
Holocaust Memorial Museum.............c.vivineennnnnn.n 40,858 43,233 41,880 +1,022 -1,353
Presidio Trust
Presidio trust fund......... ... ... ool 19,722 20,000 20,000 +278 “--
White House Commission on the
National Moment of Remembrance
OPEr B NS . L o e e 248 250 250 +2 ---
Total, title 111, related agencies:
New budget (obligational) authority (net)... 9,011,821 8,411,659 8,642,405 -369,216 +230,746
Appropriations...... ... ... .. iviiiinnn (8,898,525) (8,411,859) {8,642,405) {-256,120) (+230,748)
Emergency appropriations................ (113,0986) .- - (-113,096) -
Grand total:
New budget {(obligational) authority (net)... 26,982,234 25,724,328 26,159,125 -823,109 +434,797
Appropriations........... ... .. ... .0, (26,803,784) (25,754,328) (26,288,125) (-514,659) (+534,797)
Emergengy appropriations................ {208,450) --- .- {-208,450} .-
Rescissions. ... ... ... ... i, (-30,000) (-30,000) {-130,000) (-100,000) (-160,000)
(Transfer out). ... ... .. .o i, (-48,704) {-44,141) {-44,142) (+4,562) {-1)

{(By transfer)..........iiiiiiiininianennnnn. (48,704) (44,141) (44,142) (-4,562) (+1)
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TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management................. ... ooihnt,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service...............
National Park Service......... ..o,
United States Geological Survey... ... .........cievvnns
Minerals Managemeni Service..........c..ivv vy
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement..
Bureau of Indian Affairs.......... .. ..o,
Departmental Offices....... ... i iiiinniainens

Total, Title I - Dspartment of the Interior.....
TITLE II - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Environmental Protection Agency..........vvvuinivineans
TITLE III - RELATED AGENCIES

Forest Service...... ... viiniiniiiniin i nnieass
Indian Health Service...... .. ... e e
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences...
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry......
Council on Environmental Quality and Office of
Environmental Quality...... ... ... ... i
Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board...... .
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation...........
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture
and Arts Development....... ... . vt
Smithsonian Institution......... ... oo i,
National Gallery of Art... ... ... .. o iiiciiiiianins
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts........
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars......
National Endowment for the Arts.............. ... ... ...
National Endowment for the Humanities.................
Commission of Fine Arts........ o iiviiiiiiiniinenss
National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs............
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.............
National Capital Planning Commission..................
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum...............
Presidio Trust. ... ... i ittt

White House Commission on the National Moment of
RememOTance. ... .t i e e

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Reguest Bill Enacted Request
1,816,910 1,759,042 1,756,115 -61,795 -3,927
1,332,591 1,322,894 1,306,168 -26,423 -16,726
2,365,683 2,249,275 2,228,963 -136,720 -20,312
936,464 933,515 974,586 +38,122 +41,071
173,826 167,422 159,682 -14,144 -7,740
296,573 356,549 298,549 +1,976 -58,000
2,295,702 2,187,469 2,317,976 +22,274 +130,507
726,379 815,903 767,654 +41,275 -48,249
9,944,128 9,792,069 9,808,683 -135.435 +16,624
8,026,485 7,520,600 7.708,027 -318,458 +187,427
4,746,208 4,065,000 4,247,358 -498,850 +182,358
2,985,066 3,047,966 3,103,072 +118,006 +55,106
79,842 80,289 80,289 +447 .-
76,041 76,024 76,024 -17 ---
3,258 2,717 2,717 -541 ---
9,424 9,200 9,200 -224 .
4,930 8,601 8,601 +3,671 ---
5.916 6,300 6,300 +384 ---
615,158 615,035 615,281 +123 +246
102,654 113,300 113,300 +10,646 .-
33,021 33,000 27,800 -5,221 -5,200
8,863 9,201 9,085 +222 -116
121,264 121,264 121,264 --- ---
138,054 138,054 138,054 .- .-
1,768 1,883 1,893 +125 ---
6,902 7,000 7,000 +98 —e-
4,536 4,988 4,860 +324 -128
7.888 8,344 8,177 +289 -167
40,858 43,233 41,880 +1,022 -1,353
19,722 20,000 20,000 +278 .-
248 250 250 +2 ---
9,011,621 8,411,659 8,642,405 -369,216 +230,746
26,982,234 25,724,328 26,159,125 -823,109 +434,797
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ENVIRONMENT AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL FY 2008 (H.R. 2361)
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 20086 Bil1l vs. Bi1l vs.
Enacted Request 8ill Enacted Request
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP
Scorekeeping adjustments:

Forest Service limitation from Farm Bi1l programs. -20,000 cas .- +20,000 -

NPS land aquisition transfer................... ... .- --- --- --- -
Emergencies in this bill... .. ... ... .. ... ..., -208,450 e .- +208,450 R
Total, adjustments........ ... .coooviueinnninn, -228,450 -.- e +228,450 -

Total (including adjustments)...............iiinann. 26,753,784 25,724,328 26,159,125 -594 659 +434,797
Amounts in this bill. . ... .. ... ..o il {26,882,234) (25,724,328) (28,159,125) {-823,109) (+434,797)
Scorekeeping adjustments....... ...t {-228,450) - - (+228,450) -
Prior year outlays (including supplementals)...... --- .- --- .-- .-
Total mandatory and discretionary..................... 26,753,784 25,724,328 26,159,125 -594,659 +434.,797
MANGELOTY . vttt e ettt e e (52,125) (52,125) (52,125)
Mandatory (prior Year). .. ....ceviriiirinnenniannn --- .- ... --- .--
Mandatory (total)............ o iii i it (52,125) (52,125} {52,125} RS e
DISCretionary. . ... it e s (26,701,658 (25,672,203} (26,107,000} (-594,659) {(+434,797)
Discretionary {prior year)..........cc.cviiininnn. —— See aee “en .-
Discretionary Domestic (total}.................. (26,701,658) (25,672,203} (26,107.000) {-594,659) {+434,797)

RECAP BY FUNCTION
Mangatory . ... e e e e s 52,125 52,125 52,125 - -
Prior year outlays. ... it ir i i st e e a—— - - . -
Total, Mandatory.... ... i 52,125 52,125 52,125 .- .-
General purpose discretionary... ... v, 26,701,659 25,872,203 26,107,000 -594,659 +434,797
Prior year outlays. .. ...t i m— R RN - .
Total, General purpose discretionary.............. 26,701,659 25,672,203 26,107,000 -594,659 +434,797
Grand total, Mandatory and Discretionary........ 26,753,784 25,724,328 26,159,125 -594,659 +434,797
DISCRETIONARY 302B ALLOCATION

GENERAL PURPOSE. . ... it ittt e vt 26,701,659 25,872,203 26,107,000 -594 659 +434,797
3028 ALLOCATION. ... it it eiie i e anns - “e= 26,107,000 426,107,000  +26,107,000
OVER/UNDER ALLOCATION. ... ... ... coiivvnninnnn. 26,701,859 25,872,203 .- -26,701,659 -25.672,203
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Madam Chairman, I would like to
thank the staff of both the minority
and majority staff, and Mr. DICKS, and
all of those who have worked with the
Committee in producing this. We have
had outstanding participation, and I
thank all of them for their participa-
tion.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I yield
myself 6 minutes.

First of all, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Chairman
TAYLOR) for his commendable work for
putting together this Interior, Envi-
ronment and Related Agencies appro-
priations bill for next year.

This bill is basically good, consid-
ering the budget allocation that our
subcommittee received. As always, the
chairman and his staff have included
me in the process of putting together
the bill, and for that I am very appre-
ciative. Such cooperation is a hallmark
of the Interior Subcommittee, and it is
the chairman who sets the tone.

While the bill we are considering
today represents hard work all around,
I must note that it falls short of prop-
erly funding many programs. The rea-
son for this failure is the inadequate
budget allocation we have. The short-
fall compared to the 2005 Interior bill
adds up to more than $800 million.

As you know, this is the first year
that the Interior Subcommittee has
funded the EPA, and what a challenge
it is proving to be with the President’s
budget proposing a cut of more than
$5600 million from last year. These are
very deep holes to fill.

Let me switch to a positive note by
praising the decision by the adminis-
tration and the chairman to fully fund
uncontrollable costs such as pay
COLAs and rent.

Now, this may sound like just a mat-
ter of fact, but it makes all of the dif-
ference in the world in our national
parks on whether they can operate
properly. Over the last few years the
administration has been proposing un-
realistically low funding levels to pay
for these uncontrollable costs. This
year the budget did include the funding
to meet these costs, and I applaud the
chairman for including them in the
bill, and I hope that the administration
will continue to propose full coverage
of uncontrollable costs in future budg-
et submittals.

I also want to express my gratitude
to the gentleman from North Carolina
(Chairman TAYLOR) for the continued
effort to increase funding for the oper-
ation of our national parks. I think we
have a great team to make sure that
the national parks, certainly the most
beloved of our Federal public lands, re-
ceive enough money to provide our
constituents the visit they expect and
deserve.

The $30 million the gentleman from
North Carolina (Chairman TAYLOR) has
added to the $22 million increase con-
tained in the budget will mean a sec-
ond consecutive year of very healthy
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increases in the Park Service oper-
ations budget, and I want to pledge to
continue to help my chairman to make
sure that the Park Service Partnership
Program stays on track towards better
management.

The biggest concern that I have in
this bill is the reduction in spending
for clean water activities. First, I must
commend the chairman for his decision
2 weeks ago to agree to add an extra
$100 million to the Clean Water State
Revolving Fund from unobligated EPA
funds from previous years. But even
with this additional funding, the Clean
Water Revolving Fund will be $240 mil-
lion lower than this year.

If you compare the proposed funding
in 2006 to the level in 2004, there is a
decrease of nearly $500 million in just 2
yvears. I know that many of you are
hearing from your State and local offi-
cials about the effect this cut will have
on plans to construct and improve
water treatment facilities.

The Federal Government should not
be retreating in this fashion from such
an important responsibility. For that
reason I am going to support an
amendment to increase funding for the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund.

I must also register my disagreement
with the decision to continue to re-
treat from the commitment made in
2000 to increase funding for the Con-
servation Trust Fund. If the Lands
Legacy conservation agreement was
being followed, this bill would have $1.8
billion for the various conservation ac-
tivities under our jurisdiction. Instead
the bill contains only $750 million. I
wish this bill did not contain the Presi-
dent’s proposal to eliminate funding
for the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Stateside grants program.

I also disagree with the decision to
provide no money for land acquisition
within the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, but I do sympathize that
those decisions were tough due to the
situation our allocation has caused.
Core programs, such as agency oper-
ations, must come before grant pro-
grams such as these.

Even though the awful fiscal situa-
tion we are faced with is the direct
cause of these decisions, I do hope that
we can better meet the obligations of
the Lands Legacy agreement when we
ultimately finish the 2006 Interior and
Environment bill.

It is gratifying to note that we seem
to have come to a consensus on funding
on the NEA and the NEH, in that this
bill provides level funding compared to
this year. I again will be joining with
what I predict will be a majority of my
colleagues in support of an amendment
to increase both of these endowments.

Last year the Interior Subcommittee
made a wise decision to be better pre-
pared for the cost of firefighting. We
provided $500 million for both fiscal
yvear 2004 and 2005 in emergency fund-
ing to prevent the painful borrowing
from other Interior and Forest Service
programs that has occurred in past
yvears when more fires than were ex-
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pected depleted the annual firefighting
budget.

Although neither the President’s
budget nor this bill contains such con-
tingency funding for 2006, there is an
increase of $120 million over the non-
emergency spending level in fiscal year
2005. I hope this is sufficient to meet
the challenge of what could be a busy
fire season with estimates of higher
than average threats in several areas of
the country, including Washington
State and the Northwest.

I also agree with the decision to re-
store some of the cuts in the budget to
the Indian school and construction ac-
count. Even with this added money,
this bill contains a cut of $75 million to
those important programs, and it is
important that we are freezing the
funding level for the Indian trust ac-
counting program. I believe we should
not spend money at the expense of
other Indian programs on a historical
accounting exercise that cannot
produce the desired results.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Chairman
TAYLOR) and his great staff, led by
Debbie Weatherly for their hard work
on the 2006 Interior and Environment
appropriations bill.

I also want to commend Mike Ste-
phens on Mr. OBEY’s staff and Pete
Modaff of my staff for their part in
helping to put together this bill. I
hoped we could do better, but this is a
difficult situation that we are in, and I
appreciate the cooperation, the bipar-
tisan spirit in which this bill was cre-
ated.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHERWOOD).

Mr. SHERWOOD. Madam Chairman,
the bill before us today is one that re-
quired many tough choices. It required
fiscal discipline. It also required the
committee to meet the environmental,
land management, cultural, science,
resource and recreation needs of the
Nation in a responsible manner; tough
choices were required and I believe the
right and most reasonable choices were
made.

The bill helps meet our fiscal respon-
sibilities by cutting $800 million in dis-
cretionary spending from the fiscal
year 2005 level, but it also allows us
enough money that our Nation’s prior-
ities can be carried out by the diverse
departments and agencies funded in the
bill.

There are many competing interests
in this bill that had to be balanced and
addressed in a tight allocation. We may
hear some Members lament that great-
er funding was not provided for a par-
ticular program, but I believe that
Members would be hard pressed to
name another program that should be
cut so the one they favor can be in-
creased. One thing is certain, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Chairman
TAYLOR) made a special effort to in-
clude both parties in the drafting of
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the bill and conducted a fair and im-
partial hearing process.

The bill places priorities in the areas
where they need to be. Increases were
provided for wildland firefighting, the
operations of the National Parks and
National Forest Systems, Superfund
hazardous waste cleanup program, en-
vironmental science and technology,
and Indian health and education.

The bill contains necessary initia-
tives in forest health, in backlog main-
tenance in the national parks, Ever-
glades restoration, and the national
fire plan. This is a bill that makes
tough but right choices and puts prior-
ities where they should be.

This bill is as good as it can be given
the budget restrictions. It deserves our
support and I urge its passage.

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the distinguished
ranking Democratic member of the full
Appropriations Committee, who has
played a very constructive role, along
with the gentleman from California
(Chairman LEWIS), in trying to help us
move this bill forward today.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Let me simply say that I think the
chairman has produced a fair process.
He has treated the minority fairly and
I very much appreciate that, but I be-
lieve the bill fails this country in many
fundamental ways, and that failure is a
direct result of the Republican budget
resolution which requires this com-
mittee to cut $11.7 billion below the
amount needed to maintain current
services for domestic discretionary
programs.

As the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the majority leader, said 2
weeks ago, ‘“This is the budget that the
American people voted for when they
returned a Republican House, a Repub-
lican Senate and a Republican White
House last November.”” I think that is
true. This is exactly what it means.

The Republicans in this House voted
by a vote of 218 to 212 to adopt that
budget resolution. Not one single Dem-
ocrat voted for that budget resolution,
because we recognized the damage that
would be done by it. Now, we are told
by Members of the majority side we
have limited resources. We absolutely
agree with that.

That is why this House should never
have voted to eliminate all taxes on es-
tates of over $7 million. It should never
have voted to give persons who make
more than a million dollars $140,000 tax
cuts next year and do it all with bor-
rowed money because the result of that
vote has been a $400 million cut in EPA
programs to improve the quality of our
air and our water.
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The result has been a 40 percent cut
in the clean water revolving fund. We
have $388 billion worth of needs at the
community level to fix sewer and water
systems; and yet this program is cut by
40 percent in this bill.
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The damage done by this bill cannot
be fully understood unless we take a
look at it in a broader context. This is
a great and growing country. When I
came to this Congress, there were 203
million people in this country. Today,
there are 282 million. That is a 34 per-
cent increase. We are going to have an-
other 26 million increase between now
and 2010.

When I came, there were 108 million
cars in America. Today, there are 231
million cars. That means more pollu-
tion. It means more congestion. It
means more pressure on our national
parks. It means more pressure on the
part of real estate developers. It means
more pressure on our sewer and water
programs.

In the face of that new pressure, what
are we getting out of this bill? We are
getting a 34 percent reduction in the
funding for the main bill that will help
us to clean up our sewer and water
problem. I think that is an incredibly
myopic decision.

In the teeth of all of that pressure,
we are crippling EPA.

We talk about how happy we are to
see a slight increase in the national
parks budget; but in fact, there are
still 720 positions in the National Park
Service that continue to remain un-
funded. We have 200 of the 544 wildlife
refuges that have no staff whatsoever.

In the teeth of all that expanded
pressure, what do we get? Despite this
bill, we still have a $5 billion backlog
in maintenance for the Park Service, a
$13 billion backlog for our national for-
ests.

I would like to see, for instance, this
bill enable us to buy precious land at
Pope’s Creek on the property where
George Washington was born before a
real estate developer can grab it and
turn it into condos; but we are not
going to be able to do that because this
bill, for the first time in the 36 years I
have been a Member of this House,
zero-funds land acquisition programs
at both the State and the Federal level.
We ought not to do that.

For two generations, we have had a
bipartisan consensus behind certain
minimal actions in the environmental
area, especially in the area of clean
water. This bill unravels that con-
sensus because it means we can talk a
good game in terms of cleaning up our
water and our air, but we are not going
to put our dollars where our mouth is.

So I think, as the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) says, ‘“‘This is the
budget that the American people voted
for when they returned a Republican
House, a Republican Senate, and a Re-
publican White House last November.”
If you are satisfied with the results of
this bill today, vote for it. I intend to
vote against it. I think it is a disaster
for the environmental consensus that
we have built up with such hard work
for so long.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
ISTOOK).

May 19, 2005

Mr. ISTOOK. Madam Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding time.
I very much appreciate his service on
the bill that he has produced, and I
support this bill, and I appreciate his
efforts and the efforts of the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS), the
ranking member, and the staff on the
committee.

However, there is a part of this bill
that the country needs to be aware
about. All across America we are con-
fronted with skyrocketing energy
prices, whether at the gasoline pump or
our utilities at home or the manufac-
turing sector or the feedstock to
produce fertilizer (which, therefore, af-
fects agriculture).

What is the connection between that
and this bill? This bill has language in
it that perpetuates more than 30 years
of misguided policy. It has provisions
that continue a ban on drilling in most
of the outercontinental shelf, offshore
drilling that could be occurring in the
United States of America. And 60 per-
cent of America’s oil reserves are in
that outercontinental shelf. Forty per-
cent of our natural gas reserves are in
that outercontinental shelf. Yet, for
more than 30 years this Congress, each
year, has perpetuated a ban on drilling
in most of those areas.

What is the consequence of that? It is
the high prices. The consequence is the
high prices we are experiencing. The
result is that each year America is
spending $179 billion to buy foreign oil
and bring it to the United States of
America. Rounded off, it is $180 billion,
that we could be using to produce en-
ergy safely, in an environmentally
friendly and clean fashion here in the
United States. But because of language
that this Congress has put into this bill
for over 30 years, we are not doing that.

Right now, almost 60 percent of the
oil and gas that we consume in the
United States is imported. We need to
fix that. We will have several amend-
ments to address this that are offered
on this bill.

We will probably hear from people
saying, oh, my goodness, we cannot do
that; we have got to protect the envi-
ronment. But we can do it by pro-
tecting the environment.

The offshore drilling that does occur
right now in the United States pro-
duces a fourth of the oil and gas that
we have in the U.S. What is their envi-
ronmental record? The amount of oil
that is spilled is %i.000 of 1 percent. That
is all—because we have made so many
advances in environmentally friendly
methods to handle this drilling. That
means we are using methods that are
99.999 percent safe and friendly to the
environment.

We need to revisit those provisions
that limit offshore drilling, and I hope
we will do that today.

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), a good sup-
porter of this bill.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman’s
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courtesy in permitting me to speak on
behalf of this bill.

The congressional consideration of
the Interior appropriations bill should
be one of the highlights of this congres-
sional session, as it touches on things
that are near and dear to people’s
hearts: clean water, vast open spaces,
environmental protection, even oppor-
tunities to invest in the arts.

Sadly, what should be a positive ex-
pression of our values, our hopes, and
our opportunities is instead in this bill
a pattern of broken promises to our
communities and to ourselves. Unfor-
tunately, the bill represents lost oppor-
tunities and is a symbol of the inabil-
ity of this Congress and this adminis-
tration to match our priorities with
those of our constituents and, most im-
portantly, with the future of this coun-
try.

I agree that the dramatic under-
funding in terms of the budget alloca-
tion put the chairman and the ranking
member and the staff in a hole to begin
with, and my heart goes out to them:;
but there is no reason that we, as a
Congress, cannot use the billions of
dollars that are set aside in a trust
fund for the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund that have not been tapped as
these resources are set aside expressly
for this purpose of land conservation.

In the year 2000, as the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS), my
friend, mentioned, he was integral to
fashioning an important compromise
that gave flexibility to the Committee
on Appropriations. We in Congress
made a commitment to the public and
an agreement amongst ourselves to
fund this responsibility. It was some-
thing that then-Governor Bush sounded
as one of his pledges when he was run-
ning for the White House. The promises
of candidate Bush, President Bush and
of Congress to our constituents and to
ourselves is broken again by this budg-
et.

Now, there are specific proposals to
try and make an inadequate bill better.
I will support and speak out strongly
in support of working to stop the dilut-
ing of our commitment to clean water
with an amendment to stop the admin-
istration’s efforts to weaken water
quality protections, putting more sew-
age into our rivers and streams and
drinking water.

As a former commissioner of public
works, I was responsible for the admin-
istration of sewage and water resource
programs. I am not insensitive to the
needs of many communities to occa-
sionally blend water not completely
treated. I recognize the need to do that
in extreme weather events, an impor-
tant tool for communities; but it is not
something that we should be doing rou-
tinely. We should instead be reducing
our use of this tool wherever possible
rather than increasing it.

The EPA rule weakening the current
policy would actually penalize commu-
nities like mine and yours around the
country that have worked to upgrade
and improve their systems.
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In periods of extreme wet weather,
blending will still often be necessary.
It is legal under the current law, and it
is not going to be changed with the
amendment that will be offered. The
anti-sewage dumping amendment
would not change these existing blend-
ing standards, but they will prevent
the EPA from lowering them to au-
thorize routine sewage dumping.

Now is not the time to move back-
wards. Water bodies around the coun-
try are impaired. We need to make sure
that we are not making it harder to ul-
timately meet these water quality
standards.

I urge joining me in supporting the
amendment and working with the
members of this committee to try to
craft this bill in a way that meets the
needs of America’s communities.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Before I recognize the next speaker, 1
want to point out that it is not, as I am
hearing, that we are obliterating the
clean water State revolving fund or the
arts funds. We are funding the arts and
humanities $259 million, the same as
the 2005 year. We are funding the State
revolving fund $850 million, the same
as we did in 2005.

Unfortunately, with the costs and the
deficit we have now, we cannot con-
tinue to put more and more in. We are
trying to do the best we can by consist-
ently funding our needs in this area.

Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Chairman,
I thank the chairman for yielding this
time to have an opportunity to address
an issue that is so important to this
country, and that issue is the energy
that drives this economy.

We all know that everything that we
purchase in this country has got an en-
ergy cost component in it; and so when
we address the energy issues, we know
that when we can provide more supply
of energy, whether it comes from some-
place else on the globe, whether it
comes from the northern hemisphere,
whether it comes from the United
States, whether it is renewable energy
or whether it is a consumable energy,
that is at least in theory not renewed,
all of those things add to the overall
size of the energy pie.

It is our responsibility here in this
Congress to be able to expand the size
of that pie so we have more energy
available to the consumers; and we
know that due to the law of supply and
demand, the more supply there is, of
course the less relative demand there
will be. The relative costs of energy
will either be slowed in their increase
or actually diminished in some cases,
and we can see reductions in the price
of energy.

It is critical to me, in the part of the
State I come from. We are very vulner-
able to energy. We use gas and diesel
fuel for the production of agriculture,
for example, and we also produce eth-
anol and biodiesel. So we are a renew-
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able energy export center, as well as a
consumer of energy.

I have watched this policy here in the
United States, and we tend to take
sides a little bit. That taking sides
falls into a few categories: energy con-
sumers who want all the energy they
can get, as cheap as they can get it;
and environmentalist interests that
want to be able to preserve the pristine
areas of America at whatever cost to
the economy.

I would take the stand that natural
gas in this country, for example, we
have a huge domestic supply of natural
gas in the North American Continent
underneath nonnational park public
lands. We have a tremendous supply of
natural gas offshore in the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, Gulf of Mexico, and a
lot of that is, as we stand here, off lim-
its to producers. That has driven up the
cost of natural gas in my district and
all across this country and put an addi-
tional price on virtually everything
that we sell and purchase.

So, Madam Chairman, I appreciate
the opportunity to address this House
and the opportunity also to have some
time yielded to me for this important
subject matter.

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I yield
215 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL), the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Resources.
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(Mr. RAHALL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, I
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee for yielding
me this time.

Madam Chairman, we all recognize
that the Committee on Appropriations
must work within the constraints of a
budget that is completely inadequate
to meet the Nation’s needs. I acknowl-
edge that. But the fiscal year 2006 Inte-
rior and Environment appropriation
bill also reflects the kinds of choices
made in recent years by this adminis-
tration and the majority in Congress,
which made this clash of growing needs
and shrinking budgets unavoidable.

The effect is that the Department of
the Interior and our other departments
and agencies are being put on a crazy
fad diet that is harmful to the health
of the Nation. I am troubled, for exam-
ple, by the continued underfunding of
maintenance needs to our national
parks. The committee has seen fit to
provide $20 million over the President’s
request for operations, an increase I
support, but our national parks should
be safe places, where parents and chil-
dren can roam and relax, where they
can picnic and hike and raft. Instead,
our parks are falling apart, and against
a huge backlog of maintenance needs,
this bill cuts funds for park construc-
tion projects, a critical component of
our park maintenance efforts.

Forest Service programs that help to
promote safety and job creation in
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rural America are also underfunded in
this bill. Economic action programs,
which enable rural communities and
businesses to become more economi-
cally self-sufficient through the use of
forest resources were zeroed out.

The situation here goes well beyond
trimming fat. We can talk all we want
about the need for a lean government,
but this is not belt tightening, as some
would suggest. This is more like being
shoved into Scarlet O’Hara’s corset.

The President eliminated statewide
funding for the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund in his budget. Those
monies are indispensable to States
across the Nation that rely on those
matching monies for their parks and
recreation budgets. But while the
President may have conducted a
tummy tuck, this bill calls for some-
thing close to an amputation. Even the
Federal share is axed.

I am especially troubled by the flat
lining of the appropriation from the
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund.
There continues to exist a large inven-
tory of high priority human health and
safety threatening sites in our Nation’s
coalfields. The unspent balance in the
fund is approaching $2 billion, yet this
money from a fee assessed on the coal
industry is not being adequately de-
ployed to combat these threats to coal-
field citizens and their communities.

Madam Chairman, this bill is not a
case of an overweight agency being
squeezed into a slimmer, trimmer
budget. This is a case of a starving
agency trying to survive on the crumbs
of a fiscal mess. I regret that I cannot
support this bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Madam Chairman,
there are many important parts of this
bill, but I want to speak briefly to the
House about our love for the national
parks. We have about a $600 million
backlog, and it is overwhelming to try
to address this in an appropriation bill
where money is so tight.

We have a bill called the National
Parks Centennial Act that tries to ad-
dress this. Senators McCAIN, FEIN-
STEIN, and ALEXANDER are leading the
fight in the Senate and the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD), myself,
as well as key appropriators such as
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WoLF), the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA), the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LAHoOD), and others here in the
House. But what is before us today is
actually very important, because even
in a time of tight budgets the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has seen fit
to raise the President’s request on na-
tional parks by $70 million over last
year’s funding, and $20 million above
the President’s approval.

At a time when we are fighting on so
many different fronts to figure out how
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to balance our budget and move to-
wards a balanced budget, where every
trade-off between immunizations and
Medicaid and whether we support our
troops and veterans benefits and all
this, it is important to remember the
legacy of America’s national parks,
America’s gifts to the world, and I ap-
preciate it very much in this overall
important bill that they have increased
the funding for the national parks.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam Chairman,
| have come to the reluctant conclusion that
this bill does not deserve approval, and so |
will not vote for it.

This is not a criticism of Chairman TAYLOR,
Congressman DICKS, and the other members
of the Appropriations Committee who had the
unenviable task of developing the bill. The
budget authority allocated to the Interior and
Environment Subcommittee fell far short of the
amount needed to adequately fund the agen-
cies and activities within their jurisdiction. That
in turn was the result of the unrealistic and in-
adequate budget resolution that the Repub-
lican leadership pushed through the Congress
earlier this year. But while the shortcomings of
the bill are understandable, they are nonethe-
less so serious that | cannot vote for it.

Among the worst are its severe reductions
in funding for the Environmental Protection
Agency. It cuts EPA’s Clean Water State Re-
volving Fund by $242 million below the 2005
funding level. This will mean that many com-
munities in Colorado and elsewhere will be
adversely affected as projects that have al-
ready been approved by State water authori-
ties for future funding probably will be re-
jected, scaled back, or substantially delayed.

The wrong-headedness of this is clear when
we recall that just two years ago EPA Admin-
istrator Whitman issued a formal report, enti-
tled the “Water Gap Analysis,” which esti-
mated the twenty-year fiscal shortfall between
what we are currently spending and what is
required at $388 billion.

Further, the bill includes cuts beyond those
required by the budget resolution. Perhaps the
most notable is the reduction of $190 million
of Land and Water Conservation Act funding,
including funding for all new Federal land ac-
quisitions as well as all assistance to States.
This, too, is something that | cannot support.

In Colorado and across the county there is
a need for wise reinvestments of the funds
coming into the treasury from oil and gas de-
velopment on the Outer Continental Shelf and
elsewhere. The wise principle of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act is that these
short-term gains should be used to provide
long-term assets for the American people.
This bill turns its back on that principle.

Of course, there are some good things in
this bill. | am particularly glad that because of
the adoption of an amendment | sponsored
along with Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr.
CANNON it includes $242 million for the pay-
ments in lieu of taxes—or PILT—program that
is so important to local governments in Colo-
rado and across the country. This is only
about 80 percent of the amount authorized for
PILT, but it is a great improvement over the
amount proposed by the administration—
which sought a cut of $26 million below last
year’s level.

Nonetheless, overall, the bill falls woefully
short of what is needed and | do not think it
deserves to pass.
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Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, | rise today
in opposition to H.R. 2361. This legislation is
irresponsible. It under-funds programs to pre-
serve open space. It endangers public health.
And, it abdicates our responsibility to protect
the environment for future generations.

In this time of increased growth and urban
sprawl, our green spaces are more precious
then ever. Instead, this bill eliminates funding
for the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
designed to help local communities preserve
open space, protect wildlife and make recre-
ation opportunities available in urban areas.

In addition, this bill cuts funding for the envi-
ronmental enforcement activities of the EPA
by $12 million. Republicans have consistently
sought to weaken environmental standards
and this maneuver is the latest in a series of
attempts to undermine what have been suc-
cessful environmental protections and the be-
hest of big business. Big business should
never be allowed a free pass to destroy the
environment while endangering the health of
millions of Americans who will be exposed to
dirtier air and water.

| won’t vote for this indefensible legislation
that only serves to harm the environment and
put Americans’ health at risk. We have a re-
sponsibility to protect our citizens and our en-
vironment and this legislation blatantly takes
us in the opposite direction. | urge my col-
leagues to vote “no.”

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chairman, unfortu-
nately | did not get a chance to offer an
amendment with Mr. REYES to provide an ad-
ditional $10 million for a critical program in the
Interior-EPA  Appropriations bill. The funds
would have been used for “architectural, engi-
neering, planning, design, construction and re-
lated activities in connection with the construc-
tion of high priority water and wastewater fa-
cilities in the area of the United States-Mexico
Border, after consultation with the appropriate
border commission.”

This is the section of the EPA’s State and
Tribal Assistance Grants program that funds
the Border Environment Infrastructure Fund
(BEIF). The amendment would have trans-
ferred the $10 million out of the U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey’s (USGS) $974.5 million appropria-
tion. The USGS appropriation in this bill is cur-
rently $39 million more than the FY2005 ap-
propriation, and $41 million more than the
president’s request. The border program, on
the other hand, has been flat-funded at $50
million for several years.

The record should reflect that we did not in-
tend for the USGS’s National Water-Quality
Assessment (NAWQA) Program to be im-
pacted by the reduction in USGS'’s appropria-
tion. NAWQA carries out very important work
collecting and analyzing data and information
in more than 50 major river basins and
aquifers across the Nation in order to develop
long-term information on streams, ground
water, and aquatic ecosystems in support of
sound management and policy decisions. This
critical program would have been shielded
from the $10 million cut in USGS appropria-
tions.

In Imperial County, California, the New
River carries raw sewage from Mexico through
the town of Calexico, and air pollution from
Mexicali contributes to the worst childhood
asthma rates in the state. A modest increase
in funding for the BEIF would begin to improve
the situation. The BEIF, which was established
by the North American Development Bank to
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administer grant resources provided by the
EPA, helps finance the construction of water
and wastewater projects in the U.S.-Mexico
border region.

The objective of the BEIF is to make envi-
ronmental infrastructure projects affordable for
communities throughout the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der region by combining grant funds with
loans or other forms of financing. It is de-
signed to reduce project debt to a manageable
level in cases where users would otherwise
face undue financial hardship.

We have seen what BEIF can accomplish
when it has adequate funding. BEIF grants
have played an important role in the success-
ful construction of water conservation projects
in the Cameron Irrigation District in Texas; a
wastewater project in Heber, California; a
wastewater collection and treatment project in
Patagonia, Arizona; and a sewer system and
wastewater treatment plant in the Salem and
Ogaz communities in New Mexico.

All projects supported by the BEIF must
have a health and/or ecological benefit in
communities on the U.S. side of the border.
All projects must also be certified in a rigorous
vetting process undertaken by the Border En-
vironment Cooperation Commission.

There is strong support for increasing BEIF
funding. The bipartisan Border Governors’ joint
declaration last year called for a “substantial
increase” in funding for the program.

While many important programs in the Inte-
rior-EPA Appropriations bill have been short-
changed, the lack of funding for BEIF is par-
ticularly troubling. The border region is in des-
perate need of assistance. Communities in the
border region struggle with some of the high-
est poverty rates in the Nation as well as air
and water pollution—often originating in north-
ern Mexico—that contributes to severe public
health problems. The region lacks basic infra-
structure, such as water and sewer service,
that most of the rest of the country takes for
granted.

The neglect of these largely low-income and
Hispanic communities, along with the dirty air
and water they are forced to endure, represent
a grave environmental injustice. According to
the U.S.-Mexico Border Health Commission,
the border region includes three of the ten
poorest counties in the United States and
twenty-one counties that have been des-
ignated as economically distressed areas.

The Commission also reports that approxi-
mately 432,000 people live in 1,200 colonias
in Texas and New Mexico, which are unincor-
porated, semi-rural communities that are char-
acterized by substandard housing and unsafe
public drinking water or wastewater systems. If
the border region were made the 51st state in
the Union, it would rank last in access to
health care; second in death rates due to hep-
atitis; last in per capita income; and first in the
numbers of school children living in poverty,
according to the Commission

The Good Neighbor Environmental Board,
an independent U.S. Presidential advisory
committee that operates under the Federal
Advisory Committee Act, recommends restor-
ing BEIF to its mid-1990s funding level of
$100 million dollars.

There are currently 105 certified clean water
projects in the pipeline waiting for funding. Ex-
amples of the many certified projects that
could be carried out in disadvantaged commu-
nities if the BEIF had an appropriate funding
level include: Water/wastewater systems im-
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provements in Brawley, California; a waste-
water project in Nogales, Arizona; a solid
waste project in Doha Ana County, New Mex-
ico, and a water conservation project in
Brownsville, Texas.

Supporters of this amendment include the
Border Trade Alliance, the Border Counties
Coalition, Clean Water Action, National Coun-
cil of La Raza and others.

| will continue fighting to increase appropria-
tions for the Border Environment Infrastructure
fund and protect communities in the border re-
gion.

Mr. FARR. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to both the Peterson Amend-
ment and the Istook Amendment. If passed,
these amendments will trample on a long-
standing bipartisan moratorium on offshore oil
and gas development that was initiated by
former President Bush, continued under Presi-
dent Clinton, and endorsed in President
Bush’s FY 2006 budget. Given this legacy of
strong bipartisan support, | am simply amazed
that the OCS moratorium is under such as-
sault.

However, this is exactly what we face today
with these amendments. Mr. Peterson’s
amendment strikes liquefied natural gas (LNG)
from the moratorium while Mr. ISTOOK’s
amendment calls for the entire moratorium in
the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, on both oil and
gas, to vanish—poof—when the United States
meets an arbitrary percentage of crude oil im-
ports, 66.7 percent.

Every year since 1982, Congress has in-
cluded language in the Interior and Environ-
ment Appropriations bill to prevent the Depart-
ment of Interior from using funds for leasing,
pre-leasing, and related activities in sensitive
coastal waters. Mr. Speaker, some might won-
der why so many coastal areas stand firmly
behind the OCS moratorium. | answer with
tourism, tourism, and more tourism. Tourism is
not just a major industry for coastal states or
a mere staple of their coastal economies. It is,
along with recreation, the fastest growing sec-
tor of the ocean economy according to the
President’s own U.S. Commission on Ocean
Policy’s Final Report. The money spent by
tourists pay the bills and put food on the table
for the people living in these communities. Off-
shore oil and gas drilling directly threatens this
economic engine and the people of these
communities know it.

By removing LNG from the moratorium, Mr.
PETERSON's amendment ignores the many
concerns being raised about all phases of the
LNG process—from exploration all the way to
arrival at our ports. These concerns must be
considered with more than a few minutes of
discussion.

As for Mr. ISTOOK’s amendment, we had an
opportunity one month ago with H.R. 6 to set
a strong and visionary national energy policy
to reduce our dependence on imported oil,
and yet we did not take advantage of that op-
portunity. And so today, his amendment at-
tempts to make coastal communities pay for
that lack of vision.

Madam Chairman, | cannot accept these
amendments because they are short-sighted
and fail to uphold decades of bipartisan agree-
ment on protecting our coastlines from oil and
gas drilling. At their core, they fail to honor our
communities and our environment. In conclu-
sion, Madam Chairman, the Peterson and
Istook Amendments should be defeated and |
urge a “no” vote on both of them.
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Mr. NUSSLE. Madam Chairman, | rise to
speak on the appropriations bill for the Depart-
ment of the Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies. This measure is part of the first
wave of appropriations bills to be considered
under the fiscal year 2006 budget resolution,
and provides for the resource management
needs for our Nation, clearly a national pri-
ority. The bill, which is in compliance with H.
Con. Res. 95, the concurrent resolution on the
budget, provides appropriations for most of the
Department of the Interior, the Environmental
Protection Agency, the Forest Service, the In-
dian Health Service, the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, and the National Foundation for the Arts
and Humanities, among others.

INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES

For the first time, the House Appropriations
subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and
Related Agencies marked up a bill with their
new jurisdiction, reflecting additional responsi-
bility for all discretionary programs under the
Environmental Protection Agency and losing
some Energy Department programs previously
under their jurisdiction. H.R. 2361 provides
$26.1 billion in appropriations for fiscal year
2006, which is $653 million, or 2.2 percent,
below the fiscal year 2005 level. The level is
$432 million over the President’s request. The
bill complies with section 302(f) of the Budget
Act, which prohibits consideration of bills in
excess of an Appropriations subcommittee’s
302(b) allocation of budget authority and out-
lays established in the budget resolution.

This measure, like government spending on
the whole, has been drawn up under a tighter-
than-normal budget constraint. However, this
does not mean that needed services are cut in
a meaningful way. Two examples from the bill
are useful in illustrating this point, one in fire-
fighting through the Forest Service and the
Department of the Interior, and the other in
water programs for the EPA.

Regarding firefighting, | would point out that
the base we are using for comparison, had
higher-than-normal spending due to a one-
time appropriation of $500 million to be used
as insurance in case regular fire fighting ap-
propriations become exhausted. Excluding this
one-time appropriation means that the meas-
ure before us is $153 million less than the
2005 level rather that $653 million less than
2005. Moreover, some of this one-time money
is still available, and will remain available for
obligation next fiscal year too for its intended
use if regular funding becomes exhausted.

In the water program area, the committee
looked for ways to secure funding for EPA’s
Clean Water Program, a program mentioned
even during our own budget resolution pro-
ceedings. | understand that GAO found over
$100 million in expired EPA grants, contracts,
and inter-agency agreements, and that the bill
rescinds this money in order to fund an in-
crease in the level of Clean Water Program
funding to $850 million from the President’s
request of $730 million. While it maybe the
case that the $100 million found in these ac-
counts, some dating back to the 1980s, would
never have been actually been spent, the sav-
ings constitute legitimate efforts under the
Budget Act. | also note that because this ac-
count carries hundreds of millions of dollars in
unobligated balances from year to year, the
impact from budget reductions relative to the
current fiscal year are not likely to result in re-
ductions in community investments next fiscal
year.
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H.R. 2361 does not contain any emergency-
designated BA, which is exempt from budget
limits. The bill reduces a National Park Service
contract authority account by $30 million—an
account not subject to annual appropriations—
thereby offsetting discretionary spending
through changes in a mandatory spending
program. If this provision were stricken (be-
cause it constitutes legislating on an appro-
priations bill) the measure as reported would
exceed its allocation under section 302(b) of
the Congressional Budget Act.

As we enter the appropriations season, |
wish Chairman LEWIS and our colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee the best in
maintaining their admirable pace of bringing
bills to the floor.

In conclusion, | express my support for H.R.
2361.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, today are considering the Interior Appro-
priations Bill, which provides Federal funding
for our national parks, as well as the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. | agree with the as-
sessment of our ranking member, Mr. OBEY,
that this subcommittee has done good work
with a difficult allocation. | would have pre-
ferred more resources devoted to important
environmental, land management, and land
conservation programs.

As this bill moves forward, | hope to work
with the subcommittee to provide EPA funding
for a much-needed study on air toxics in east
Harris County, which lies in the district | rep-
resent. The Houston Chronicle recently com-
pleted a five-part series titled “In Harm’s Way”
that investigated air toxics in these “fence-
line” communities near industrial facilities.

In particular, the series noted that the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality found
that folks residing in some of Houston’s East
End neighborhoods experience higher levels
of potentially carcinogenic compounds than
other areas.

For many years, residents have had con-
cerns and questions about the quality of the
air in Houston’s East End, the potential rela-
tionship to local industry, and the potential
health effects on families.

While it came to few conclusions about
health impacts of air toxics in Houston, the
Chronicle series raised an alarm and con-
firmed that there is a pressing need for a com-
prehensive Air Toxics Risk Assessment to
properly identify any adverse health effects
and their possible relationship to local indus-
try.

With support from the EPA, the City of
Houston plans to utilize methods from the
EPA’s National Urban Toxics Program, which
has proven successful in other cities with air
quality issues.

The City of Houston, partnering with the
University of Texas School of Public Health, is
already working to characterize the science
and weigh the evidence on health effects.
Federal funding would broaden the scope of
these efforts to ensure that we can include the
full range of risk assessment activities in our
efforts to improve the air in Houston.

The folks in fence-line communities are
often the workers who produce many of the
essential energy and petrochemical products
we all use everyday, and they deserve accu-
rate information about their environment.

| look forward to working with the EPA on
this effort and hope that the Appropriations
Committee will see it fit to include this critical
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funding during conference negotiations on this
legislation.

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chairman, | rise to ex-
press my disappointment with the Interior Ap-
propriations bill that we are considering today.
| am concerned with the lack of funding for
many important programs, and am particularly
concerned with the Appropriation Committee’s
decision to zero out funding for a federal pro-
gram that is important to my state and the na-
tion—the Land and Water Conservation Fund.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund
has been instrumental in assisting local and
state government’s preserve such vital open
spaces is the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF). This program was established
in 1965 to address rapid overdevelopment by
increasing the number of high quality recre-
ation areas and facilities and by increasing the
local involvement in land preservation. To
achieve this goal, the fund was separated into
two components, one portion of the fund
serves an account from which the federal gov-
ernment draws from to acquire land and the
other portion is distributed to states in a
matching grant program.

New Jersey has been active in seeking
grants from this program and has received
funds from the LWCF that were used to pre-
serve treasures such as the Pinelands Na-
tional Reserve and the Delaware National
Scenic River. In addition, LCWF has provided
more that $111 million in state and local
grants to build softball fields, rehabilitate play-
grounds and to expand state parks.

Unfortunately, in recent years funding for
the state side part of this program has been
insufficient. In fact, this program was zeroed
out in the mid-1990s. In 1999, | joined Rep-
resentative MCGOVERN in restoring funding for
this program. Since then funding for the pro-
gram has risen to 91 million in Fiscal Year
2005, | am dismayed that the Interior Appro-
priations bill for Fiscal Year 2006 has once
again zeroed out funding for the state grant
portion of the program. | am fully aware that
we are working under a tight budget and that
many programs in this bill receive a significant
reduction in funding, but | believe that it is un-
necessary and unwise to strip this program of
all funding.

Urban and highly developed regions will suf-
fer the most from the elimination of the LWCF
state grant program. The LCWF matching
grant program has proven to be a successful
way to overcome the high cost of living that
makes land acquisition and renewal projects
costly in these regions. Elimination of this pro-
gram will leave local leaders without the finan-
cial capital necessary to enhance the quality
of life in their communities.

Theodore Roosevelt once said, “The Nation
behaves well if it treats the natural resources
as assets which it must turn over to the next
generation increased, and not impaired, in
value.” Although the citizens of New Jersey
and this nation have demonstrated their enthu-
siasm for this program, this bill fails to meet
their commitment to our future.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam Chairman, | have
some grave concerns about several provisions
of this bill. Among the most important con-
cerns to Marylanders is the fact that this bill
cuts clean water funding by $241 million from
last year’'s appropriated level—bringing our fi-
nancial commitment to clean water down to
1989 funding levels. This money—in the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund—pays for sew-
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age system upgrades across the country. We
in Maryland know how incredibly important this
money is to protect the health of our people.

Fifty million gallons of waste will spew from
Baltimore’s crumbling sewers in May. Nitrogen
pollution is the most significant environmental
hazard facing the Chesapeake Bay. The so-
called “dead zones” in the Chesapeake Bay
and its tributaries (in which there is too little
oxygen to support a healthy ecosystem) are a
direct result of nutrient pollution, principally ni-
trogen. In July of 2003, data from the EPA’s
Chesapeake Bay Program shows one of the
largest areas of oxygen-depleted water seen
since the program began monitoring 20 years
ago.

gThe Clean Water Act requires the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to issue permits for
all sewage treatment plants that will protect
water quality in the Chesapeake Bay and its
tributaries, yet the EPA routinely fails to in-
clude restrictions on nitrogen pollution in these
permits. The EPA has not updated the stand-
ards on nitrogen pollution in almost 20 years.

We need to commit more money—not
less—to enforce the Clean Water Act.

No issue united the people of Maryland and
our region as well as the effort to “Save the
Bay.” Rather than fulfill the obligations of the
federal government to serve these people and
protect the Bay, this bill reduces the federal
government's commitment to enforcing the
Clean Water Act.

We have an obligation to ensure that our
estuaries nationwide are there for future gen-
erations, and to do that we must restore fund-
ing to enforce the Clean Water Act.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, | rise to ex-
press my deep concerns about the FY06 Inte-
rior and Environment Appropriations Bill.

This bill epitomizes the Republican plan;
hand out lavish tax breaks to the wealthy
while slashing crucial domestic programs.

In this bill, there are painful cuts to a wide
range of valuable programs, from EPA en-
forcement to the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund. Among them all, the cuts in clean
water funding stand out as a prime example of
what's wrong with the Republican budget.

Nothing is more essential to human health
than clean water. If we follow down the path
the Republicans are leading us, there will be
water, water everywhere, but not a drop of it
to drink.

More than three decades ago, Americans
rose up in outrage, appalled by our filthy rivers
and lakes. Congress responded to the clarion
call for clean water with the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972,
which evolved into the modern Clean Water
Act.

The Clean Water Act set the goals of zero
discharge of pollutants, and achieving water
that is clean enough to be “fishable” and
“swimmable.”

When upstream communities fail to clean up
their sewage or prevent polluted runoff, down-
stream communities pay the price. Beaches
must be closed to protect swimmers from
harmful bacteria and virus. Fish cannot be
eaten, and shellfish cannot be harvested.
Water must be treated more thoroughly before
it can become drinking water.

We have made enormous progress since
the infamous day the Cuyahoga River caught
fire in 1969. For three decades, the federal
government has been an essential partner,
working with the states to pay for clean water
infrastructure.
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The key federal program today is the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund, which provides
funding for wastewater collection and treat-
ment, correction of combined sewer overflows,
and control of storm water and non-point
source pollution. These funds also create
good jobs for engineers, contractors, skilled la-
borers, and manufacturers.

But our work is not done. About 45 percent
of water bodies in the U.S. that have been as-
sessed do not meet our water quality stand-
ards.

Our wastewater infrastructure is aging, and
our population is growing. The Environmental
Protection Agency’s estimates funding needs
range between $300 billion and $400 billion
over the next 20 years.

This bill turns back the clock on clean water,
slashing the Clean Water State Revolving
Fund for the second year in a row. Cuts for
this program total $500 million in this two-year
period.

This is the wrong thing to do, and the public
agrees. A recent poll showed Americans want
clean water to be a national priority—67 per-
cent say they prefer spending for clean and
safe water over tax cuts.

Madam Chairman, | also wish to state my
support for the Stupak amendment on sewage
blending. “Sewage blending” is a euphemism
referring to the practice of allowing some sew-
age to bypass the secondary treatment phase,
the phase in which toxic chemicals, viruses,
parasites, and other pathogens are removed.

The amendment would not block current
practices needed to cope with heavy rains or
snowmelt, but it would prevent EPA from ex-
panding the use of sewage blending.

Furthermore, | intend to support the An-
drews-Chabot amendment to stop wasteful
and destructive logging in the Tongass Na-
tional Forest, and the Hastings amendment to
promote environmental justice. It is uncon-
scionable that minorities and low-income com-
munities are subjected to worse water and air
pollution than other Americans.

Madam Chairman, clean water is precious
and must be treated as such. For the sake of
our children, and our grandchildren, let us take
care of this most basic of needs: clean water.

Mr. DICKS. Madam Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
Madam Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mrs.
CAPITO). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2361

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

That the following sums are appropriated,
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the Department of the
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Interior, environment, and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006,
and for other purposes, namely:
TITLE I—-DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

For necessary expenses for protection, use,
improvement, development, disposal, cadas-
tral surveying, classification, acquisition of
easements and other interests in lands, and
performance of other functions, including
maintenance of facilities, as authorized by
law, in the management of lands and their
resources under the jurisdiction of the Bu-
reau of Land Management, including the
general administration of the Bureau, and
assessment of mineral potential of public
lands pursuant to Public Law 96-487 (16
U.S.C. 3150(a)), $845,783,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $1,000,000 is for
high priority projects, to be carried out by
the Youth Conservation Corps; and of which
$3,000,000 shall be available in fiscal year 2006
subject to a match by at least an equal
amount by the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation for cost-shared projects sup-
porting conservation of Bureau lands; and
such funds shall be advanced to the Founda-
tion as a lump sum grant without regard to
when expenses are incurred.

In addition, $32,696,000 is for Mining Law
Administration program operations, includ-
ing the cost of administering the mining
claim fee program; to remain available until
expended, to be reduced by amounts col-
lected by the Bureau and credited to this ap-
propriation from annual mining claim fees
so as to result in a final appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $845,783,000, and
$2,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, from communication site rental fees
established by the Bureau for the cost of ad-
ministering communication site activities.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for fire prepared-
ness, suppression operations, fire science and
research, emergency rehabilitation, haz-
ardous fuels reduction, and rural fire assist-
ance by the Department of the Interior,
$761,564,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $7,849,000
shall be for the renovation or construction of
fire facilities: Provided, That such funds are
also available for repayment of advances to
other appropriation accounts from which
funds were previously transferred for such
purposes: Provided further, That persons
hired pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1469 may be fur-
nished subsistence and lodging without cost
from funds available from this appropria-
tion: Provided further, That notwithstanding
42 U.S.C. 1856d, sums received by a bureau or
office of the Department of the Interior for
fire protection rendered pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 1856 et seq., protection of United
States property, may be credited to the ap-
propriation from which funds were expended
to provide that protection, and are available
without fiscal year limitation: Provided fur-
ther, That using the amounts designated
under this title of this Act, the Secretary of
the Interior may enter into procurement
contracts, grants, or cooperative agree-
ments, for hazardous fuels reduction activi-
ties, and for training and monitoring associ-
ated with such hazardous fuels reduction ac-
tivities, on Federal land, or on adjacent non-
Federal land for activities that benefit re-
sources on Federal land: Provided further,
That the costs of implementing any coopera-
tive agreement between the Federal Govern-
ment and any non-Federal entity may be
shared, as mutually agreed on by the af-
fected parties: Provided further, That not-
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withstanding requirements of the Competi-
tion in Contracting Act, the Secretary, for
purposes of hazardous fuels reduction activi-
ties, may obtain maximum practicable com-
petition among: (1) local private, nonprofit,
or cooperative entities; (2) Youth Conserva-
tion Corps crews or related partnerships with
State, local, or non-profit youth groups; (3)
small or micro-businesses; or (4) other enti-
ties that will hire or train locally a signifi-
cant percentage, defined as 50 percent or
more, of the project workforce to complete
such contracts: Provided further, That in im-
plementing this section, the Secretary shall
develop written guidance to field units to en-
sure accountability and consistent applica-
tion of the authorities provided herein: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated under
this head may be used to reimburse the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service and
the National Marine Fisheries Service for
the costs of carrying out their responsibil-
ities under the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) to consult and
conference, as required by section 7 of such
Act, in connection with wildland fire man-
agement activities: Provided further, That
the Secretary of the Interior may use
wildland fire appropriations to enter into
non-competitive sole source leases of real
property with local governments, at or below
fair market value, to construct capitalized
improvements for fire facilities on such
leased properties, including but not limited
to fire guard stations, retardant stations,
and other initial attack and fire support fa-
cilities, and to make advance payments for
any such lease or for construction activity
associated with the lease: Provided further,
That the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Agriculture may authorize the
transfer of funds appropriated for wildland
fire management, in an aggregate amount
not to exceed $9,000,000, between the Depart-
ments when such transfers would facilitate
and expedite jointly funded wildland fire
management programs and projects: Provided
further, That funds provided for wildfire sup-
pression shall be available for support of
Federal emergency response actions.
CONSTRUCTION

For construction of buildings, recreation
facilities, roads, trails, and appurtenant fa-
cilities, $11,476,000, to remain available until
expended.

LAND ACQUISITION

For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tions 205, 206, and 318(d) of Public Law 94-579,
including administrative expenses and acqui-
sition of lands or waters, or interests there-
in, $3,817,000, to be derived from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund and to remain
available until expended.

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS

For expenses necessary for management,
protection, and development of resources and
for construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of access roads, reforestation, and
other improvements on the revested Oregon
and California Railroad grant lands, on other
Federal lands in the Oregon and California
land-grant counties of Oregon, and on adja-
cent rights-of-way; and acquisition of lands
or interests therein, including existing con-
necting roads on or adjacent to such grant
lands; $110,070,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That 25 percent of the
aggregate of all receipts during the current
fiscal year from the revested Oregon and
California Railroad grant lands is hereby
made a charge against the Oregon and Cali-
fornia land-grant fund and shall be trans-
ferred to the General Fund in the Treasury
in accordance with the second paragraph of
subsection (b) of title II of the Act of August
28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876).
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FOREST ECOSYSTEM HEALTH AND RECOVERY
FUND

(REVOLVING FUND, SPECIAL ACCOUNT)

In addition to the purposes authorized in
Public Law 102-381, funds made available in
the Forest Ecosystem Health and Recovery
Fund can be used for the purpose of plan-
ning, preparing, implementing and moni-
toring salvage timber sales and forest eco-
system health and recovery activities, such
as release from competing vegetation and
density control treatments. The Federal
share of receipts (defined as the portion of
salvage timber receipts not paid to the coun-
ties under 43 U.S.C. 1181f and 43 U.S.C. 1181f-
1 et seq., and Public Law 106-393) derived
from treatments funded by this account
shall be deposited into the Forest Ecosystem
Health and Recovery Fund.

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi-
tion of lands and interests therein, and im-
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), not-
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50
percent of all moneys received during the
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.)
and the amount designated for range im-
provements from grazing fees and mineral
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Jones lands
transferred to the Department of the Inte-
rior pursuant to law, but not less than
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $600,000
shall be available for administrative ex-
penses.

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES

For administrative expenses and other
costs related to processing application docu-
ments and other authorizations for use and
disposal of public lands and resources, for
costs of providing copies of official public
land documents, for monitoring construc-
tion, operation, and termination of facilities
in conjunction with use authorizations, and
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such
amounts as may be collected under Public
Law 94-579, as amended, and Public Law 93—
1563, to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That, notwithstanding any provision
to the contrary of section 305(a) of Public
Law 94-579 (43 U.S.C. 1735(a)), any moneys
that have been or will be received pursuant
to that section, whether as a result of for-
feiture, compromise, or settlement, if not
appropriate for refund pursuant to section
305(c) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), shall be
available and may be expended under the au-
thority of this Act by the Secretary to im-
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public
lands administered through the Bureau of
Land Management which have been damaged
by the action of a resource developer, pur-
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per-
son, without regard to whether all moneys
collected from each such action are used on
the exact lands damaged which led to the ac-
tion: Provided further, That any such moneys
that are in excess of amounts needed to re-
pair damage to the exact land for which
funds were collected may be used to repair
other damaged public lands.

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS

In addition to amounts authorized to be
expended under existing laws, there is hereby
appropriated such amounts as may be con-
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo-
ber 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts
as may be advanced for administrative costs,
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con-
veyances of omitted lands under section
211(b) of that Act, to remain available until
expended.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land
Management shall be available for purchase,
erection, and dismantlement of temporary
structures, and alteration and maintenance
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa-
cilities to which the United States has title;
up to $100,000 for payments, at the discretion
of the Secretary, for information or evidence
concerning violations of laws administered
by the Bureau; miscellaneous and emergency
expenses of enforcement activities author-
ized or approved by the Secretary and to be
accounted for solely on her certificate, not
to exceed $10,000: Provided, That notwith-
standing 44 U.S.C. 501, the Bureau may,
under cooperative cost-sharing and partner-
ship arrangements authorized by law, pro-
cure printing services from cooperators in
connection with jointly produced publica-
tions for which the cooperators share the
cost of printing either in cash or in services,
and the Bureau determines the cooperator is
capable of meeting accepted quality stand-
ards.

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

For necessary expenses of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, as author-
ized by law, and for scientific and economic
studies, maintenance of the herd of long-
horned cattle on the Wichita Mountains
Wildlife Refuge, general administration, and
for the performance of other authorized func-
tions related to such resources by direct ex-

penditure, contracts, grants, cooperative
agreements and reimbursable agreements
with public and private entities,

$1,005,225,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2007, except as otherwise provided
herein: Provided, That $2,000,000 is for high
priority projects, which shall be carried out
by the Youth Conservation Corps: Provided
further, That not to exceed $18,130,000 shall
be used for implementing subsections (a), (b),
(c), and (e) of section 4 of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended, for species that are
indigenous to the United States (except for
processing petitions, developing and issuing
proposed and final regulations, and taking
any other steps to implement actions de-
scribed in subsection (¢)(2)(A), (¢)(2)(B)(i), or
(¢)(2)(B)(ii)), of which not to exceed
$12,852,000 shall be used for any activity re-
garding the designation of critical habitat,
pursuant to subsection (a)(3), excluding liti-
gation support, for species listed pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) prior to October 1, 2005: Pro-
vided further, That of the amount available
for law enforcement, up to $400,000, to re-
main available until expended, may, at the
discretion of the Secretary, be used for pay-
ment for information, rewards, or evidence
concerning violations of laws administered
by the Service, and miscellaneous and emer-
gency expenses of enforcement activity, au-
thorized or approved by the Secretary and to
be accounted for solely on her certificate:
Provided further, That of the amount pro-
vided for environmental contaminants, up to
$1,000,000 may remain available until ex-
pended for contaminant sample analyses.
CONSTRUCTION

For construction, improvement, acquisi-
tion, or removal of buildings and other fa-
cilities required in the conservation, man-
agement, investigation, protection, and uti-
lization of fishery and wildlife resources, and
the acquisition of lands and interests there-
in; $41,206,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

LAND ACQUISITION

For expenses necessary to carry out the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 through 11),
including administrative expenses, and for
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acquisition of land or waters, or interest
therein, in accordance with statutory au-
thority applicable to the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service, $14,937,000 to be derived
from the Land and Water Conservation Fund
and to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That land and non-water interests ac-
quired from willing sellers incidental to
water rights acquired for the transfer and
use at Lower Klamath and Tule Lake Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges under this heading
shall be resold and the revenues therefrom
shall be credited to this account and shall be
available without further appropriation for
the acquisition of water rights, including ac-
quisition of interests in lands incidental to
such water rights, for the two refuges: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated for specific land acquisition projects
can be used to pay for any administrative
overhead, planning or other management
costs.

LANDOWNER INCENTIVE PROGRAM

For expenses necessary to carry out the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 through 11),
including administrative expenses, and for
private conservation efforts to be carried out
on private lands, $23,700,000, to be derived
from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, and to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the amount provided
herein is for a Landowner Incentive Program
established by the Secretary that provides
matching, competitively awarded grants to
States, the District of Columbia, federally
recognized Indian tribes, Puerto Rico, Guam,
the United States Virgin Islands, the North-
ern Mariana Islands, and American Samoa,
to establish or supplement existing land-
owner incentive programs that provide tech-
nical and financial assistance, including
habitat protection and restoration, to pri-
vate landowners for the protection and man-
agement of habitat to benefit federally list-
ed, proposed, candidate, or other at-risk spe-
cies on private lands.

PRIVATE STEWARDSHIP GRANTS

For expenses necessary to carry out the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 through 11),
including administrative expenses, and for
private conservation efforts to be carried out
on private lands, $7,386,000, to be derived
from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, and to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the amount provided
herein is for the Private Stewardship Grants
Program established by the Secretary to pro-
vide grants and other assistance to individ-
uals and groups engaged in private conserva-
tion efforts that benefit federally listed, pro-
posed, candidate, or other at-risk species.

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES
CONSERVATION FUND

For expenses necessary to carry out sec-
tion 6 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), as amended,
$84,400,000, of which $20,161,000 is to be de-
rived from the Cooperative Endangered Spe-
cies Conservation Fund and $64,239,000 is to
be derived from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund and to remain available until
expended.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND

For expenses necessary to implement the
Act of October 17, 1978 (16 U.S.C. T715s),
$14,414,000.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION

FUND

For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the North American Wetlands
Conservation Act, Public Law 101-233, as
amended, $40,000,000 to remain available
until expended.



May 19, 2005

NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION

For financial assistance for projects to pro-
mote the conservation of neotropical migra-
tory birds in accordance with the
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation
Act, Public Law 106-247 (16 U.S.C. 6101-6109),
$4,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

For expenses necessary to carry out the
African Elephant Conservation Act (16 U.S.C.
4201-4203, 4211-4213, 4221-4225, 4241-4245, and
1538), the Asian Elephant Conservation Act
of 1997 (Public Law 105-96; 16 U.S.C. 4261-
4266), the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation
Act of 1994 (16 U.S.C. 5301-5306), the Great
Ape Conservation Act of 2000 (16 U.S.C. 6301),
and, the Marine Turtle Conservation Act of
2004 (Public Law 108-266; 16 U.S.C. 6601),
$5,900,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

STATE AND TRIBAL WILDLIFE GRANTS

For wildlife conservation grants to States
and to the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam, the United States Virgin Islands, the
Northern Mariana Islands, American Samoa,
and federally recognized Indian tribes under
the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956 and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, for the development and implementa-
tion of programs for the benefit of wildlife
and their habitat, including species that are
not hunted or fished, $65,000,000, to be derived
from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, and to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the amount pro-
vided herein, $6,000,000 is for a competitive
grant program for Indian tribes not subject
to the remaining provisions of this appro-
priation: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall, after deducting said $6,000,000 and ad-
ministrative expenses, apportion the amount
provided herein in the following manner: (1)
to the District of Columbia and to the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, each a sum equal
to not more than one-half of 1 percent there-
of; and (2) to Guam, American Samoa, the
United States Virgin Islands, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
each a sum equal to not more than one-
fourth of 1 percent thereof: Provided further,
That the Secretary shall apportion the re-
maining amount in the following manner: (1)
one-third of which is based on the ratio to
which the land area of such State bears to
the total land area of all such States; and (2)
two-thirds of which is based on the ratio to
which the population of such State bears to
the total population of all such States: Pro-
vided further, That the amounts apportioned
under this paragraph shall be adjusted equi-
tably so that no State shall be apportioned a
sum which is less than 1 percent of the
amount available for apportionment under
this paragraph for any fiscal year or more
than 5 percent of such amount: Provided fur-
ther, That the Federal share of planning
grants shall not exceed 75 percent of the
total costs of such projects and the Federal
share of implementation grants shall not ex-
ceed 50 percent of the total costs of such
projects: Provided further, That the non-Fed-
eral share of such projects may not be de-
rived from Federal grant programs: Provided
further, That no State, territory, or other ju-
risdiction shall receive a grant unless it has
developed, by October 1, 2005, a comprehen-
sive wildlife conservation plan, consistent
with criteria established by the Secretary of
the Interior, that considers the broad range
of the State, territory, or other jurisdic-
tion’s wildlife and associated habitats, with
appropriate priority placed on those species
with the greatest conservation need and tak-
ing into consideration the relative level of
funding available for the conservation of
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those species: Provided further, That no
State, territory, or other jurisdiction shall
receive a grant if its comprehensive wildlife
conservation plan is disapproved and such
funds that would have been distributed to
such State, territory, or other jurisdiction
shall be distributed equitably to States, ter-
ritories, and other jurisdictions with ap-
proved plans: Provided further, That any
amount apportioned in 2006 to any State,
territory, or other jurisdiction that remains
unobligated as of September 30, 2007, shall be
reapportioned, together with funds appro-
priated in 2008, in the manner provided here-
in: Provided further, That balances from
amounts previously appropriated under the
heading ‘‘State Wildlife Grants’ shall be
transferred to and merged with this appro-
priation and shall remain available until ex-
pended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations and funds available to the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service shall
be available for purchase of passenger motor
vehicles; repair of damage to public roads
within and adjacent to reservation areas
caused by operations of the Service; options
for the purchase of land at not to exceed $1
for each option; facilities incident to such
public recreational uses on conservation
areas as are consistent with their primary
purpose; and the maintenance and improve-
ment of aquaria, buildings, and other facili-
ties under the jurisdiction of the Service and
to which the United States has title, and
which are used pursuant to law in connec-
tion with management, and investigation of
fish and wildlife resources: Provided, That
notwithstanding 44 U.S.C. 501, the Service
may, under cooperative cost sharing and
partnership arrangements authorized by law,
procure printing services from cooperators
in connection with jointly produced publica-
tions for which the cooperators share at
least one-half the cost of printing either in
cash or services and the Service determines
the cooperator is capable of meeting accept-
ed quality standards: Provided further, That,
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the Service may use up to $2,000,000 from
funds provided for contracts for employ-
ment-related legal services: Provided further,
That the Service may accept donated air-
craft as replacements for existing aircraft:
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary of the
Interior may not spend any of the funds ap-
propriated in this Act for the purchase of
lands or interests in lands to be used in the
establishment of any new unit of the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System unless the
purchase is approved in advance by the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions in compliance with the reprogramming
procedures contained in House Report 108-
330.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

For expenses necessary for the manage-
ment, operation, and maintenance of areas
and facilities administered by the National
Park Service (including special road mainte-
nance service to trucking permittees on a re-
imbursable basis), and for the general admin-
istration of the National Park Service,
$1,754,199,000, of which $30,000,000 is provided
above the budget request to be distributed to
all park areas on a pro-rate basis and to re-
main in the park base; of which $9,892,000 is
for planning and interagency coordination in
support of Everglades restoration and shall
remain available until expended; of which
$97,600,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2007, is for maintenance, repair or
rehabilitation projects for constructed as-
sets, operation of the National Park Service

H3611

automated facility management software
system, and comprehensive facility condi-
tion assessments; of which $1,937,000 is for
the Youth Conservation Corps for high pri-
ority projects: Provided, That the only funds
in this account which may be made available
to support United States Park Police are
those funds approved for emergency law and
order incidents pursuant to established Na-
tional Park Service procedures, those funds
needed to maintain and repair United States
Park Police administrative facilities, and
those funds mnecessary to reimburse the
United States Park Police account for the
unbudgeted overtime and travel costs associ-
ated with special events for an amount not
to exceed $10,000 per event subject to the re-
view and concurrence of the Washington
headquarters office.
UNITED STATES PARK POLICE

For expenses necessary to carry out the
programs of the United States Park Police,
$82,411,000.

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION

For expenses necessary to carry out recre-
ation programs, natural programs, cultural
programs, heritage partnership programs,
environmental compliance and review, inter-
national park affairs, and grant administra-
tion, not otherwise provided for, $48,997,000:
Provided, That none of the funds in this Act
for the River, Trails and Conservation As-
sistance program may be used for cash agree-
ments, or for cooperative agreements that
are inconsistent with the program’s final
strategic plan.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND

For expenses necessary in carrying out the
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amend-
ed (16 U.S.C. 470), and the Omnibus Parks and
Public Lands Management Act of 1996 (Pub-
lic Law 104-333), $72,705,000, to be derived
from the Historic Preservation Fund, to re-
main available until September 30, 2007, of
which $30,000,000 shall be for Save America’s
Treasures for preservation of nationally sig-
nificant sites, structures, and artifacts: Pro-
vided, That any individual Save America’s
Treasures grant shall be matched by non-
Federal funds: Provided further, That indi-
vidual projects shall only be eligible for one
grant: Provided further, That all projects to
be funded shall be approved by the Secretary
of the Interior in consultation with the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions and the President’s Committee on the
Arts and Humanities prior to the commit-
ment of Save America’s Treasures grant
funds: Provided further, That Save America’s
Treasures funds allocated for Federal
projects, following approval, shall be avail-
able by transfer to appropriate accounts of
individual agencies: Provided further, That
hereinafter and notwithstanding 20 U.S.C.
951 et seq. the National Endowment for the
Arts may award Save America’s Treasures
grants based upon the recommendations of
the Save America’s Treasures grant se